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General Information About This Document 
What’s in this document? 
This document is an Initial Study/Environmental Assessment which examines the 
potential environmental impacts of alternatives for the proposed project located in 
Humboldt County, California. The document describes why the project is being 
proposed, alternative methods for constructing the project, the existing environment 
that could be affected by the project, and potential impacts from each of the 
alternatives. 

What should you do? 
• Please read this Initial Study/Environmental Assessment. 
• We welcome your comments. If you have any concerns regarding the proposed 

project, please attend the Public Information Meeting and/or send your written 
comments to Caltrans by the deadline. Submit comments to Caltrans, Attn: Lena 
Ashley, North Region Environmental Services North, P.O. Box 3700, Eureka, CA  
95502.  Submit comments via email to lena_ashley@dot.ca.gov 

• Submit comments by the deadline:   
 
What happens after this? 
After comments are received from the public and reviewing agencies, Caltrans may 
(1) give environmental approval to the proposed project, (2) undertake additional 
environmental studies, or (3) abandon the project. If the project were given 
environmental approval and funding were appropriated, Caltrans could design and 
construct all or part of the project. 

For individuals with sensory disabilities, this document is available in Braille, large 
print, on audiocassette, or computer disk. To obtain a copy in one of these alternate 
formats, please call or write to Caltrans, Attn: Lena Ashley, North Region 
Environmental Services North, P.O. Box 3700, Eureka, CA  95502; 707/441-6416. 
Voice, or use the California Relay Service TTY number, (707) 445-6463. 
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State of California SCH Number:  
Department of Transportation 01-HUM-101 KP 91.7/94.6 (PM 57.0/58.8) 
 EA  01-290300 

Negative Declaration 
Pursuant to:  Division 13, Public Resources Code 

Description 
The proposed project would construct an interchange to replace an at-grade intersection of State 
Routes (SR) 36 and 101 and Fowler Lane, close five other at-grade intersections, and construct a local 
road extension on the west side of the highway.  The project also includes median barrier installation, 
lighting improvements, and a new pavement overlay. 

Determination 
An Initial Study has been prepared by the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans).  On the 
basis of this study, it is determined that the proposed action will not have a significant effect upon the 
environment for the following reasons: 

The project will have no negative effects on geology and soils, air quality, floodplains, noise, public 
services or utilities.  With proposed mitigation measures, the project will not result in significant 
impacts related to visual quality, biological resources (including wetlands), water quality, 
communities or farmlands. 

Proposed mitigation measures are: 
• Mitigate the loss of farmland through purchase of agricultural conservation easements or 

dedication of in-lieu fees based on a ratio of 1:1 for each hectare/acre impacted to be paid to either 
the County of Humboldt or State Coastal Conservancy. 

• Planting for erosion control and visual buffer. 
• Enforce Caltrans Standard Specifications and Best Management Practices for air quality, water 

quality, storm water pollution prevention, and for the testing, removal, disposal and handling of 
hazardous materials. 

• Install temporary protective fencing for historically used tri-colored blackbird nesting area and 
survey for the presence of tri-colored blackbirds during each construction year. 

• Mitigate for the filling of wetlands through the creation of wetlands in the project limits. 
Mitigation monitoring will be in accordance with procedures outlined in Section 1-2.7 of Volume 1 of 
Caltrans Environmental Handbook.  

 
_________________________________ 
Lena R. Ashley, Chief 
North Region Environmental Services – North 



 

 

  ❖ 



 

Alton Interchange Initial Study/Environmental Assessment v 

Summary 

The California Department of Transportation and the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) propose to construct an interchange at the junction of State 
Routes (SRs) 36 and 101, to close seven at-grade intersections – two at SR 36 and 
101, one at Van Duzen River access road, one at Hansen Lane, one at Sandy Prairie 
Road, and two at Drake Hill Road -- and to construct a local road extension on the 
west side of SR 101. The project also includes median barrier installation, lighting 
improvements and a new pavement overlay.  The project limits are from kilopost 91.7 
to 94.6 (postmile 57.0 to 58.8).  SR 101 would continue to have two traveled lanes in 
each direction (north and south).  SR 36 would have an over-crossing structure across 
SR 101 with two lanes and turn pockets.  This structure would accommodate bicycle 
and pedestrian use.  The project is located south of Fortuna at Alton in Humboldt 
County (see Exhibits 1 and 1A).  

The proposed interchange has the support of local government, as well as the regional 
transportation planning agency, the Humboldt County Association of Governments 
(HCAOG), which has included the proposed interchange on their list of priorities for 
many years.     

The project would address safety and operational concerns at and near the intersection 
of SR 36 and 101.  Improvements are needed to decrease the collision rate, facilitate 
turn and merge movements, and reduce waiting time for turn movements. 

Three build alternatives, in addition to the No Build alternative are being considered:  
Alternative 1 has a spread diamond interchange; Alternative 2 has a southbound loop 
onramp; Alternative 3 has a southbound loop offramp. 

The proposed project would result in temporary and permanent impacts to 
environmental resources including impacts to farmlands, residential and business 
relocations or displacements, impacts to wetlands and coastal zone.  Mitigation 
measures include: in-lieu fee payments to be applied toward agricultural conservation 
easements based on 1:1 replacement of impacted farmlands (Federal funds will not be 
used for to pay for the agricultural in-lieu fee payments); on-site replacement of 
impacted wetlands; field review for presence/absence of tri-colored blackbird prior to 
construction and fencing of the potential nesting areas as an environmentally sensitive 
area for the duration of construction; relocation benefits for impacted residences and 
businesses; dust suppression during construction; best management practices for 
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water quality during and after construction; use of thrie-beam median barrier south of 
the SR 36 overcrossing to facilitate wildlife crossings; plantings adjacent to ramps for 
visual impacts; and clean-up of hazardous waste prior to construction. 

Summary of Major Potential Impacts From Alternatives 

Potential Impact Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 No Build 
Alternative 

Consistency with 
the Humboldt 
County General 
Plan 

yes yes yes N.A. 

Land use 
Consistency with 
the Fortuna 
General Plan 

yes yes yes N.A. 

Farmland 8.33 hectares 
(20.59 acres) 

6.28 hectares 
(15.51 acres) 

7.18 hectares 
(17.74 acres) No change 

Social and Economic     

Business 
displacements 

1 full; 2 partial 
takes 

1 full; 2 partial 
takes 

1 full; 2 partial 
takes No impacts 

Housing 
displacements 6 units 6 units 6 units No impacts Relocation 

Utility service 
relocation yes yes yes no 

     
Pedestrian and bicycle 
facilities 

Yes on 
overcrossing 

Yes on 
overcrossing 

Yes on 
overcrossing No change 

     

Noise No No No No change 

     
     
Wetlands and waters of the 
U.S. 

1.11 hectares 
(2.73 acres) 

0.99 hectares 
(2.46 acres) 

1.12 hectares 
(2.76 acres) No change 

Wildlife Median barrier 
crossing 

Median barrier 
crossing 

Median barrier 
crossing No change 

     
     
     

Coastal zone – Humboldt Co. Yes Yes Yes No change 

Threatened or endangered 
species none none none No change 

Historic and archaeological 
preservation No impacts No impacts No impacts No change 

Hazardous waste sites yes yes yes No change 
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Visual minor minor minor No change 

     

Construction Dust, noise, 
traffic 

Dust, noise, 
traffic 

Dust, noise, 
traffic No change 

Cumulative impacts no no no No change 

Growth inducement no no no No change 

 

Parcels are proposed to be acquired on the west side of SR 101 to accommodate the 
southbound ramps at SR 36 and the local road extension.  Some of these parcels are 
contaminated with hazardous wastes.  The property owner is working with the North 
Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board to determine a schedule and method for 
cleanup. The cleanup is a time-consuming process that has not been completed to 
date.  It is anticipated that cleanup would be complete prior to acquisition of the 
presently contaminated parcels. 

The following permits/approvals are required for the build alternatives: 

Humboldt County Coastal Development Permit;  

California Coastal Commission Coastal Development Permit; 

North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board Section 401 Certification;  

NPDES General Construction Storm Water Permit; 

California Department of Fish and Game 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement;  

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Section 404 permit.  
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Chapter 1 Proposed Project 

1.1 Project Purpose 

SR 101 is the primary north-south transportation corridor in California’s north coast 
region.  It is part of the National Highway System and is heavily used for 
intercity/interstate commerce as well as access to State and National parks, rivers, 
ocean fishing, and beach areas. Within the project area, the existing facility is a four-
lane, divided expressway located in the lower reaches of the Eel River valley and 
watershed.  

SR 36 is an east-west route that traverses central Humboldt County, connecting SR 
101 with Interstate 5 at Red Bluff.  This SR is used for local service, timber and 
gravel industry related activities, and recreational traffic. SR 36 is a Primary Rural 
Minor Arterial in the Federal Aid classification system  and sections of SR 36 are part 
of the Federal Forest Highway System.  The existing facility for SR 36 is a rural, two-
lane highway for most of its length.  SR 36 originates at its at-grade intersection with 
SR 101.  The Route Concept Report for SR 36 is to maintain a two-lane conventional 
highway. 

The Caltrans 2002 Route Concept Report for SR 101 describes the concept for the 
segment of SR 101 between KP R9.0/120.4 (PM R5.6/74.8), which includes the 
Alton segment, as a four-lane freeway/expressway.  Both the Route Concept Report 
and the Regional Transportation Plan include goals to improve safety and operations 
on the SR and developing the SR to the concept of four-lane freeway.  The 
interchange at the junction of SRs 101 and 36 has been a long-standing priority 
project in both the Regional Transportation Plan and the Route Concept Report. 

Tracks of the Northwestern Pacific Railroad (NWP) parallel SR 101 just east of the 
highway and intersect SR 36 at an at-grade crossing at 0.32 Kilopost (Postmile 0.2).  
The railroad, operated by the North Coast Railroad Authority, has experienced 
limited use for the rail lines south of Willits in recent years. Much of the northern 
segments of rail lines, including the rail lines in the vicinity of Alton have been 
inoperative due to infrastructure damage in the Eel River canyon in 1998. 

The purpose of this project is to address safety and operational concerns at and near 
the intersection of SRs 36 and 101 in Humboldt County. Improvements are necessary 
to decrease the collision rate, facilitate merge and turn movements, and reduce 
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waiting time for turn movements.  An interchange would combine ramps, local road 
extensions, and a grade separation to provide a safe transportation facility, 
constructed to current design standards, thus satisfying longstanding priorities of the 
Humboldt County Association of Governments (HCAOG) and Caltrans.   

1.1.1 Safety Concerns 

Table 1 - 5-Year Collison Rate  

(8/1/96 through 7/31/2001) 

ALONG SR 101 FROM VAN DUZEN RIVER BRIDGE TO KENMAR ROAD 
INTERCHANGE 

KP91.73-94.63 (PM 57.0-58.8) 
Public Access Intersections  

Locations Along SR 
101 

Actual # of
Collisions1 

Statewide Avg. 
# of  Collisions2 

Actual 
Rate3 

State 
Average 

Rate3 

% of 
State 

Average
River Access Rd 

Fatal 0 0 .000 .004 0%
Fatal + Injury 1 .10 

Total Collisions 1 .22 
Jct 36/Fowler Lane 

Fatal 1 0 .029 .008 363%
Fatal + Injury 9 6 .29 .16 181%

Total Collisions 14 11 .40 .33 121%
Hansen Lane       

Fatal 0 0 .000 .003 0%
Fatal + Injury 1 2 .03 .06 50%

Total Collisions 4 5 .12 .14 86%
Sandy Prairie Rd 

Fatal 0 0 .000 .004 0%
Fatal + Injury 6 3 .18 .10 180%

Total Collisions 12 7 .37 .22 168%

Drake Hill Rd 
Fatal 0 0 .0 .008 0%

Fatal + Injury 7 5 .21 .16 131%
Total Collisions 15 11 .45

 
Mainline With Intersections

Highway Segment 
Fatal 2 1 .037  .018 206%

Fatal + Injury 36 16  .66  .29 228%
Total Collisions  74 33 1.36  .61 223%

1.  The actual number of collisions for this particular section of highway 
2.  The average number of collisions for similar State highways 
3. Collisions per 1.6 million vehicle kilometers (per million vehicle miles) 
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Five-year collision data (August 1996 – July 2001) was used to evaluate the highway 
segment and five major access locations between the Van Duzen River bridge and 
Kenmar Road interchange. See Exhibit 1B for the location of the roads discussed in 
the preceding collision table. At-grade intersection conflicts, rather than mainline 
conflicts, constitute the majority of collision concerns in this area.  

Mainline Highway Segment – Seventy-four total collisions along the segment 
(inclusive of intersection collisions) during the five-year period included 2 fatal 
collisions and 34 injury collisions. The five-year mainline collision rate was two 
times higher than the statewide average for both total and fatal-plus-injury collisions 
on similar highways. Collision data is summarized in the table on the preceding page. 

At-Grade Intersections – Collisions at the major intersections during the five-year 
period included 1 fatal collision, 23 injury collisions and 46 total collisions. The five-
year total collision rate was above the statewide average at 3 of the 5 public access 
locations. The fatal-plus-injury collision rate was above the statewide average at 3 of 
the 5 public access locations. 

With the exception of the SR 36/101 intersection, traffic volumes at public access 
locations (intersections) are less than 10% of mainline traffic volumes. However, 46 
out of 74 of the total collisions (62%) occurred at intersections, 23 out of 34 injury 
collisions (70%) occurred at intersections, and 1 out of 2 fatal collisions (50%) 
occurred at intersections. The intersections represent a concern since more than one-
half of the collisions occurring at the five public access locations resulted in a fatality 
or injury.  

Reduced sight distance during heavy rain or fog, and left turn movements across high 
speed/high volume traffic contributed to the high level of injury collisions at 
intersections. An increase in the number of collisions is expected in the future as 
traffic volumes increase. The safety conformance criteria for this project are as 
detailed below. 

Safety Conformance Criteria- Reduces the number of fatal-plus-injury collisions in 
this segment to below the existing Statewide average number of fatal-plus-injury 
collisions for traffic volumes projected to the year 2025. 
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1.1.2 Operational Conflicts 

This section of mainline SR 101 is designed to high speed expressway standards. The 
at-grade intersections with slower vehicles that are turning, stopping, or accelerating 
in combination with high speed through traffic on SR 101 are less efficient and safe 
than having adjacent vehicles moving in the same direction, at similar speeds.  The 
most effective tool for such separation is an interchange.  At-grade intersection 
operational conflicts, rather than mainline operational conflicts, constitute the 
majority of operational and safety concerns along the corridor.  Mainline traffic is 
often required to brake or change lanes to avoid operational conflicts caused by the 
following: 

Left Merge Movements – A left merge movement is one where an acceleration lane 
merges into, or a deceleration lane merges out of, the main flow of traffic from the 
left-hand side of the road.  This move causes driver confusion since more than 95% of 
highway merge movements are right hand merges.  Left-hand entrances and exits are 
contrary to what drivers expect and result in a collision rate at least twice that of right 
merge movements statewide.   

According to Section 504.2(1) of the California Department of Transportation 
Highway Design Manual, “All freeway entrances and exits, except for direct 
connections with median High Occupancy Vehicle lanes, shall connect to the right of 
through traffic.”  In addition, “A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and 
Streets” (1994) American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials 
(AASHTO) states that “Even in the case of major forks and branch connections, the 
less significant roadway should exit and enter on the right”. 

Other studies have shown that left ramps have a collision rate four times that of right 
ramp exits and entrances.  In order to have a positive effect on safety and reduce 
driver confusion, elimination of left turn and left merge movements is necessary. 

Merge Movements from Public Access Locations Spaced Closer Than 800 
meters (m) (0.5 mile (mi) Apart – These movements can lead to sudden moves by 
motorists.  Merge movements need to be spaced sufficiently far apart to prevent 
overlapping of acceleration, weaving, and deceleration movements.  The Caltrans 
Highway Design Manual recommends that access openings be spaced no closer than 
800 m (0.5 mi). The project proposes to space the merge movement locations no less 
than 800 m (0.5 mi) apart. 
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Left Turns Across SR 101 to Access or Exit Private Businesses and Public Roads 
– These movements increase collision potential since crossing SR 101 is difficult due 
to the high speeds and high traffic volume along the mainline.  In addition, operations 
along the mainline are impacted when drivers leave left-turn pockets.  Conflicts occur 
when motorists are unable to cross the mainline because there are no gaps in the 
traffic or because the wait to turn is perceived to be too long, and drivers that start to 
lose patience or tire of waiting take greater risks in turn movements.  

The above conditions lead to a slowing of mainline traffic and increased potential for 
collisions.  The California Highway Patrol has expressed concerns about the safety of 
conflicting traffic movements in this area.  Past improvements to signing and 
acceleration/deceleration lanes have only been partially successful.  Operational 
conflicts are expected to increase in future years, as business, commuter and 
interregional traffic volumes increase. This is likely to result in increased operational 
conflicts under a no build alternative.  The operational conflicts conformance criteria 
for this project are as detailed below. 

Operational Conflicts Conformance Criteria – Merge movements from the right 
spaced greater than 800 m (0.5 mi) apart, no merge movement from the left and no 
movements crossing the mainline.  

1.2 Project Description 

The project proposes to convert the four lane expressway segment of SR 101 from 
just north of the Van Duzen River Bridge (KP 91.7, PM 57.0) to just north of the 
intersection of SR 101/Drake Hill Road (KP 94.6, PM 58.8) to a four-lane freeway 
(Exhibit 1A).  Proposed construction includes: a grade separated interchange to 
replace the existing at-grade intersection of SRs 36 and 101; and local road 
extensions on the west side of SR 101 eliminating seven existing at-grade road 
approaches to SR 101.   

Freeway agreements will need to be executed superseding the two existing 
agreements pertaining to these project limits.  Freeway agreements are executed 
following approval of the Project Report and Environmental Document. 

Two new segments of collateral facilities will be constructed by this project.  The 
segment north of Route 36, connecting the new interchange with existing Sandy 
Prairie Road, will be relinquished to the County of Humboldt following contract 
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acceptance, subject to provisions of the superseding Freeway Agreements.  The 
extended road segment south of Route 36, connecting the new interchange with an 
existing access road to the Van Duzen River, will remain the property of the State. 

The purpose of the improvements is to improve safety and reduce operational 
conflicts. Additional features common to all three proposed build alternatives include:  

State Route 101 

• four-lane freeway (two 3.6 meter (m) [12 foot (ft)] lanes in each direction) 
• median barrier consisting of : 

-- a double thrie beam guardrail barrier with a paved, variable slope median from 
the southern limits of this project to just south of the Van Duzen Overflow 
Bridge;  
-- two single thrie beam guardrails with a paved, crowned median from just north 
of the Van Duzen Overflow Bridge to SR 36; and  
-- 6.7 m (22 ft) minimum paved median with a Type 60 concrete median barrier 
from SR 36 north to the northern project limits  

• 3.0 m (10 ft) minimum inside paved median and 3.0 m (10 ft) outside paved 
shoulders (Note:  the inside paved median is measured as part of the 6.7 m (22 ft) 
paved median) 

• freeway lighting at the interchange 
 

State Route 36 

• two-lane conventional highway with 3.6 m (12 ft) lanes 
• two-way left turn lane between interchange ramp termini 
• 18 m (59 ft) wide overcrossing structure with concrete railing and chain link 

railings 
• 1.2 – 2.4 m (4-8 ft) paved shoulders 
• 1.5 m (5 ft) sidewalk on north side between ramp termini 
• no median improvements other than striping 
• freeway lighting at the interchange 
• utility relocation  
• highway planting and irrigation 
• storm water management and drainage improvements  
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Local Road Extensions 

• two-lane county road on the west side of SR 101 extending:  a) south of SR 36 to 
connect the interchange to an existing access road to the Van Duzen River (this 
segment to be retained and maintained by the state); and b) north of SR 36 to 
connect the interchange with Sandy Prairie Road north of Hansen’s Truck Stop (this 
segment to be accepted into the county road system) 

• 3.6 m (12 ft) lanes 
• 1.2 m (4 ft) paved shoulders 
• bridge to span the Van Duzen River overflow on the south local road extension 
• existing Sandy Prairie Road to have pavement overlay and shoulder backing of 

0.61 m (2 ft)  
 

Access Closures – Seven existing at-grade road approaches to SR 101 are proposed 
for closures:  

• Van Duzen River access road west of SR 101 
• Fowler Lane, west of SR 101 
• SR 36, east of SR 101 
• Hansen Lane, west of SR 101 
• Sandy Prairie Road, west of SR 101 
• Drake Hill Road, west of SR 101 
• Drake Hill Road, east of SR 101 
  
The access closures on the west side of SR 101 will be diverted to a local road 
extension as described above extending from the southern project limits near the Van 
Duzen River bridge north to the SR 36/101 interchange and connecting to Sandy 
Prairie and Drake Hill Road. A 12 m (40 ft) diameter cul-de-sac/turn-around is 
proposed at the northwest end of the project at the junction of SR 101 and Drake Hill 
Road.  A similar turn-around is proposed at the southwest end of the project at the 
Van Duzen River access road. 

An overpass structure is proposed in the interchange design to connect SR 36 with SR 
101. The SR 101 overcrossing will be a cast-in-place pre-stressed concrete box girder 
bridge. The size and length of the structure varies slightly with each alternative.  The 
profile of the overcrossing will be less than 5% grade, consistent with Caltrans 
Design Guidelines for general profile grades on conventional highways in rolling 
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terrain.  Alternative 1 proposes a spread diamond interchange with a 53.8 m (177 ft) 
long  overpass, a vertical clearance of 5.6 m (18 ft) and an overall height of 9.5 m (31 
ft) from pavement to the top of the chain link fence.  Alternative 2 proposes a 
modified spread diamond interchange with a loop ramp extending southbound from 
Fowler Lane under the overpass.  The overpass would be approximately 60.3 m (198 
ft) long with a 5.4 m (18 ft) vertical clearance and overall height of 9.5 meters (31 
feet) from pavement to the top of the chain link fence.  Alternative 3 proposes a 
modified spread diamond interchange.  Southbound exiting traffic would pass under 
the bridge and make a clockwise loop and intersect with Fowler Lane.  The overpass 
would be approximately 71.4 m (234 ft) long with a 5.7 m (19 ft) vertical clearance 
and an overall height of 9.5 m (31 ft) from pavement to the top of the chain link 
fence. 

Temporary Construction Detours -- A temporary realignment of the SR 36 
intersection is proposed as an at-grade intersection approximately 0.16 km (0.1 mi) 
south of the existing intersection.  Short-term detouring of SR101 traffic will be 
required for the placement of falsework beams over the roadway.  A longer term 
temporary connection for SR 36 is anticipated for construction of the fills for the new 
overcrossing and ramps. For the west side properties, access to SR 101 would be 
maintained during construction by installing the local road extension segment north 
of SR 36, allowing traffic from Fowler Lane and Hansen Lane access to the at-grade 
connection at Sandy Prairie Road.  Access to SR 101 from the east would require 
construction of a temporary connection for SR 36 either north or south of the existing 
intersection.  Acceleration/deceleration and left-turn lanes would need to be provided 
for this detour connection. 

1.3 Project Alternatives 

1.3.1 Alternative 1 – Spread Diamond 
This alternative proposes a spread diamond interchange to replace the at-grade 
intersection of SRs 36 and 101, as shown in Exhibit 2A.  Local road extensions would 
be constructed west of SR 101 as follows:  south of SR 36 to connect the interchange 
to an existing access road to the Van Duzen River; and north of SR 36 to connect the 
interchange with Sandy Prairie Road. This alternative would have the shortest 
structure length.  Earthwork would consist of 7,170 m3 (cubic meters) (9365 y3 – 
cubic yards) of excavation and 149,000 m3 (195,000 y3) of fill.  The newly 
constructed slopes would have 37,000 m2 (square meters) (44,250 y2 – square yards) 
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of erosion control materials.  Approximately 13.3 hectares (ha) (33 acres (ac)) of new 
right of way would be required.  Estimated costs are:  Roadway construction -- $9.1 
million; Structures -- $2.0 million; Right of way -- $4.1 million; Total estimated cost -
- $15.3 million.  

1.3.2 Alternative 2 – Southbound Loop Onramp 
This alternative proposes a modified spread diamond interchange to replace the at-
grade intersection of SR 36 and 101, as shown in Exhibit 2B.  The modification is to 
the onramp to southbound SR 101.  A loop ramp would be constructed instead of the 
diamond ramp.  Local road extension construction and existing road approach 
closures are the same as for Alternative 1.  This alternative requires a longer 
overcrossing structure than does the spread diamond.  Earthwork consists of 7,160 m3 

(9,400 y3) of excavation and 141,000 m3 (184,400 y3) of fill.  The newly constructed 
slopes would have 39,900 m2 (47,720 y2) of erosion control materials.  
Approximately 12.3 ha (30.5 ac) of new right of way would be required.  Estimated 
costs are: Roadway construction $8.9 million; Structures -- $2.4 million; Right of way 
-- $4.0 million; Total estimated cost -- $15.4 million.   

1.3.3  Alternative 3 – Southbound Loop Offramp 
This alternative, as shown in Exhibit 2C, proposes a modified spread diamond 
interchange to replace the at-grade intersection of SRs 36 and 101.  The modification 
is to the off-ramp from southbound SR 101.  A loop off-ramp would be constructed 
instead of the diamond off-ramp.  Local road extension construction and existing road 
approach closures are the same as for Alternative 1.  This alternative proposes the 
longest structure length of the three “build” alternatives and the structure would have 
dissimilar span lengths.  Projected collisions for this loop ramp are higher than for the 
other alternatives. Earthwork consists of 6,800 m3 (8,900 y3) of excavation and 
153,000 m3 (200,100 y3) of fill.  The newly constructed slopes would include 41,200 
m2 (49,300 y2) of erosion control materials.  Approximately 12.3 ha (30.5 ac) of new 
right of way would be required.  Estimated costs are:  Roadway construction -- $9.1 
million; Structures -- $2.5 million; Right of way -- $3.8 million; Total estimated cost -
- $15.3 million. 

1.3.4 Alternative 4 – No build 
This alternative would not meet the purpose and need for the proposed project.  It 
would fail to address operational and safety needs at this location.  It would also fail 
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to fulfill the SR 101 concept of full freeway in this area.  Safe turning movements 
(left turns, crossing, and right turns) are contingent on adequate gaps in the flow of 
traffic on SR 101.  As traffic volumes increase (and they are projected to increase by 
over 50% in the next 25 years), the number of adequate gaps available to safely 
execute these movements will decrease.  This could result in an increasing number of 
collisions. 

1.4 Alternatives/Design Variations Considered But Rejected 

Variations of local road extension designs and alternatives for retaining right turn 
off/right turn on were considered and were rejected for the following reasons: 

• A local road extension modification was developed in order to avoid potential 
hazardous wastes on the Hansen properties, west of SR 101.  The modification 
involved the alignment of Sandy Prairie Road north of its new intersection with 
Fowler Lane.  A modified realignment took Sandy Prairie Road west of the Hansen 
properties before tying back into existing Sandy Prairie Road north of the 
properties. The modification was dropped from further consideration by the Project 
Development Team (PDT) after it was learned that the presence of hazardous wastes 
on the Hansen properties does not require avoidance measures.  Investigations have 
found primarily petroleum hydrocarbon based soil contamination related to heavy 
equipment maintenance and repair, and commercial fueling operations.  The relases 
appear the result of surface spills and surface runoff concentrations.  The impacted 
areas are localized and do not appear to have impacted groundwater to the point 
where corrective action is necessary.  

• A local road extension was considered for the east side of SR 101, from Drake 
Hill Road south to SR 36, but was deemed infeasible due to the narrow width 
between the railroad right of way and the vertical bluff to the east.   

• Keeping the highway open for right turn off and right turn on movements onto SR 
101 was considered at the Drake Hill Road intersection, but was determined to 
conflict with the project’s safety objectives due to the potential for wrong-way left 
turns onto the highway and into head on traffic. 

• Signalization of at-grade intersections was not considered a viable alternative 
because it does not meet the purpose and need for safety improvements since signals 
would create a potential for rear-end collisions.  Furthermore, the introduction of 
signals in this highway segment would conflict with the goals of the Route Concept 
Report, the Humboldt County Regional Transportation Plan and the Circulation 



Chapter 1 Proposed Project 
 

Alton Interchange Initial Study/Environmental Assessment 11 

Element of the local General Plans for the City of Fortuna and the County of 
Humboldt.  
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Chapter 2   Affected Environment, 
Environmental Consequences, 
and Avoidance, Minimization 
and/or Mitigation Measures 

2.1 Human Environment 

2.1.1 Land Use, Planning, and Socioeconomic 

2.1.1.1  Affected Environment 

Regulatory Setting 

Coastal Zone 

The Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 (CZMA) is the primary federal law 
enacted to preserve and protect coastal resources. The CZMA sets up a program 
under which coastal states are encouraged to develop coastal management programs. 
States with an approved coastal management plan are able to review federal permits 
and activities to determine if they are consistent with the state’s management plan.   

California has developed a coastal zone management plan and has enacted its own 
law, the California Coastal Act of 1976, to protect the coastline. The policies 
established by the California Coastal Act are similar to those for the CZMA; they 
include the protection and expansion of public access and recreation, the protection, 
enhancement and restoration of environmentally sensitive areas, protection of 
agricultural lands, the protection of scenic beauty, and the protection of property and 
life from coastal hazards. The California Coastal Commission is responsible for 
implementation and oversight under the California Coastal Act.  

Just as the federal CZMA delegates power to coastal states to develop their own 
coastal management plans, the California Coastal Act delegates power to local 
governments (15 coastal counties and 58 cities) to enact their own local coastal 
programs (LCPs). LCPs determine the short- and long-term use of coastal resources in 
their jurisdiction consistent with the California Coastal Act goals.  

Regulatory Setting: Growth 
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The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations, which implement the 
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, require evaluation of the potential 
environmental consequences of all proposed federal activities and programs. This 
provision includes a requirement to examine indirect consequences, which may occur 
in areas beyond the immediate influence of a proposed action and at some time in the 
future. The CEQ regulations, 40 CFR 1508.8, refer to these consequences as 
secondary impacts.  Secondary impacts may include changes in land use, economic 
vitality, and population density, which are all elements of growth.    

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) also requires the analysis of a 
project’s potential to induce growth. CEQA guidelines, Section 15126.2(d), require 
that environmental documents “…discuss the ways in which the proposed project 
could foster economic or population growth, or the construction of additional 
housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment…” 

Existing land uses in the project vicinity include agricultural lands used for pasturage, 
grazing, dairy production, row crops, animal husbandry, gravel extraction and 
processing, rural residential, retail burl sales, coffee shop, truck scale and fueling 
station, wire rope business, and a remanufacturing lumber mill.  General Plan and 
zoning designations include agricultural exclusive, agricultural rural, rural residential, 
commercial, and industrial.  

Alton, established in the late 1800’s, had a variety of neighborhood commercial 
activities (general store, school, post office, etc.) that declined in use as the 
community population declined and as Fortuna grew as a commercial center. The 
City of Fortuna provides a variety of urban services such as sewer collection, 
treatment and disposal; water supply; police protection; storm drainage; street 
improvement and maintenance; street lighting; parks and recreation; animal control; 
planning and zoning; and fire and police protection. Fortuna is now the primary retail 
center for the southern portion of Humboldt County.  Because of this status, Fortuna 
has attracted a large share of the County’s growth and development in the past and 
this trend is expected to continue.   

The City’s policies encourage infill within existing city limits where services are 
currently provided.  Land area immediately surrounding Fortuna city limits will be 
most prone to development pressure.   

In the vicinity of the project, the area west of SR 101 is within the Coastal Zone and 
has been zoned and planned for Agricultural Exclusive (AE), 8 to 24 hectares (ha) (20 
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to 60 acres (ac)) minimum parcel size.  Land uses to the south of the City have a 
mixture of agriculture, low density residential, industrial, and public facilities.  The 
largest land use south of the City is the county’s Rohnerville Airport, located on the 
bluff, approximately 61 m (200 ft) above and northeast of the proposed interchange.  
Between the City and the airport along Rohnerville Road are two agricultural 
preserves, 13 ha and 16 ha (33 ac and 40 ac), established in 1979.  Both of these 
parcels are well outside of the project limits.  Recent residential growth within the 
city limits is occurring in the Rohnerville area and commercial growth is taking place 
as infill in existing commercial districts such as Riverwalk Drive and Fortuna 
Boulevard. 

Jurisdiction for land use planning of properties within the project limits,  or 
immediately adjacent to the project area is controlled by several different 
governmental entities.  The Fortuna city limits coincide with Drake Hill Road, 
although the County maintains the road.  Parcels located north of Drake Hill Road 
and east of Eel River Road are in the City of Fortuna and are zoned Agricultural 
Exclusive.  South of Drake Hill Road and west of SR 101, the County of Humboldt 
has jurisdiction over land use planning.  The Coastal Zone boundary coincides with 
SR 101 through most of the project limits, where the County of Humboldt exercises 
coastal development permit jurisdiction.  The Coastal Element defines the limitations 
to growth in this area.   

The Humboldt County Local Agency Formation Commission prepared a Sphere of 
Influence (SOI) Report for the City of Fortuna in 1982.  A sphere of influence is 
defined in the Knox-Nisbet Act as a “plan for the ultimate physical boundaries and 
service area” of a city or district.  The sphere indicates the limits for growth.  For 
growth to take place on large parcels within the project limits, general plan and 
zoning designations would have to be changed, water and sewer services would need 
to be provided, and the area would need to be annexed to Fortuna before water and 
sewer service extensions could occur.  The Sphere of Influence map for the City of 
Fortuna, Exhibit 6 identifies the Planning Area boundaries, the “urban service area” 
where City services were provided at the time of adoption of the SOI, and “urban 
growth areas”, where the City deems it appropriate for future urban development to 
occur consistent with the General Plan. The Planning Area and Urban Growth Area 
include the northern half of the project limits and end at the intersection of SRs 36 
and 101.  City policies require annexation to the city prior to extending services and 
also require the costs for extension of water and/or sewer services to be paid by the 
parties requesting the service extension. 
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The census data for 1990 show that the population of Humboldt County was 119,118 
and the Fortuna area (inclusive of the City of Fortuna, Hydesville, Alton and outlying 
areas to the east and west) had a population of 14,316.  There is no separate 
population data available for Alton as a distinct community.   

The California Department of Finance developed projections for population growth 
based on a 1998 population of 10,140 in the City of Fortuna.   

1998  2010  2020 
Fortuna 10,140  12,560  15,000 

Over a fifty-year period, Humboldt County is projected to grow at an annual average 
population rate of less than 1.0 percent between 1990 and 2040 while the state is 
projected to grow at 1.5 percent during the same time (California Department of 
Finance). Projections indicate that the countywide population grows at a nearly 
constant rate of 1 percent every year, 10 percent per decade. The City of Fortuna has 
been the fastest growing incorporated area in Humboldt County over the last several 
years. The distribution of population among incorporated areas of the county is 
shown below. 

Table 2 – Summary of Population 

Summary Of 1990 And 2000 Population Distribution By Jurisdiction 

Location 1990 2000 Percent Change 90-00 

Eureka 26,900 27,550 2.4% 

Arcata 15,100 16,400 8.6% 

Fortuna 8,750 10,250 17.1% 

Blue Lake 1,240 1,240 no change 

Rio Dell 3,000 2,940 -2.0% 

Ferndale 1,330 1,370 3.0% 

Trinidad 360 360 no change 

Hum Co. * 118,400 127,600 7.8% 
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*Total population in Humboldt County is inclusive of city populations 
Source: CED 2001 Humboldt County Economic & Demographic Profile Series 

http://www.hcaog.net/intro.htm#tableI_2 

According to California Department of Finance population and housing data, 
countywide in 1990, there were approximately 46,420 occupied housing units with an 
average of 2.49 persons per household and a 9.22% housing vacancy rate.  By the 
year 2000, there were approximately 51,646 occupied housing units with an average 
of 2.41 persons per household and a 9.33% housing vacancy rate.  In Fortuna in 1990, 
there were approximately 3,531 occupied housing units with an average of 2.44 
persons per household and a 4.85% housing vacancy rate.  By the year 2000,  Fortuna 
had approximately 4,083 occupied housing units with an average of 2.45 persons per 
household and a 4.83% housing vacancy rate. 

Humboldt County is experiencing a change in the population’s age and racial 
characteristics, as evidenced in the following: 

Race/Ethnicity 1990 
Census 

% of 
Total 

July, 
1999 

% of 
Total 

Total 
population 119,114  126,200  

White 104,752 88% 107,800 85% 
Hispanic 4,989 4% 6,700 5% 

Asian/Pacific 
Islander 2,255 2% 3,400 3% 

Black 930 1% 1,200 1% 
Native 

American 6,188 5% 7,100 6% 

 
U. S. Census Bureau demographic profiles for the City of Fortuna from the 2000 
census include: 
 

Fortuna total pop. 10,497 
Male 5,013 

Female 5,484 
Median Age (years) 37.9 

One Race  
 Caucasian 9,278 

 African Amer. 47 
 Native Amer. 305 

 Asian 102 
 Pacific Islander 18 

Two or more races 332 
 Hispanic 1,097 

Average household size 2.45 
Average family size 2.98 
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Between 1990 and 2000, there was a decrease in the 20-24 age group and the 25-44 
age group.  The median age in Humboldt County has been increasing.  In 1975, the 
median age was 27.7, in 1980, it was 29.2, in 1980 it was 33.2 and in 2000 was 34. 

Income levels of Humboldt County residents have traditionally been lower than the 
State average, ranking 32 out of 58 counties in 1996.  Median household income in 
1979 was $14,774; in 1989 it was $23,586; and in 2000 it was $31,129 (compared to 
U.S. median household income of $41,994 in the year 2000).  Individuals below 
poverty level in Fortuna reported in the 2000 census numbered 1,781 or 17.4% of the 
population (compared to 12.4% of the U.S. population). 

Most of the residents outside of the Fortuna city limits obtain their water from private 
wells and springs, although a small number of residences receive water from the City 
of Fortuna. There are no City sewer connections outside the city limits; however, the 
City wastewater system has the capacity to accommodate long-term growth and 
development.  Industrial, commercial and residential uses outside the city limits 
dispose of sewage by means of individual septic tank and leach fields.  Fire protection 
is provided by the Fortuna Fire Protection District. 

Humboldt County’s recently established Redevelopment Agency is considering the 
designation of up to 8 communities, possibly including portions of Alton, as 
redevelopment areas. Owners of  properties within redevelopment districts are 
eligible to apply for funds for improving their properties, consistent with an adopted 
redevelopment plan.  Some possible redevelopment programs that could be 
implemented in the study areas include:  affordable housing; retail and entertainment 
tenant improvement; façade improvement; historic preservation; industrial building 
loans; land subdivision or merger; public/private development; community facilities; 
infrastructure improvements. 

2.1.1.2  Impacts 

The project may result in some socioeconomic impacts.  Each of the alternatives 
would displace all or part of six residences (a tenant-occupied duplex, an owner-
occupied triplex, and an owner-occupied single family residence), four businesses and 
two farms.  A Draft Relocation Impact Study (DRIS) prepared by the Caltrans Right 
of Way Department has determined that a sufficient number of single family 
replacement residences are available for rent or purchase. 
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The project will not physically divide an established community. The community of 
Alton, including existing farming operations, was physically divided approximately 
40 years ago with the construction of the current alignment of SR 101.  Previously, 
SR 101 coincided with Main Street in Alton.  Features that were once identified with 
the community of Alton (such as a market, post office, bar, and other small 
commercial uses) no longer exist.  

Census data does not separate Alton demographics from that of the remainder of 
unincorporated Humboldt County.  Since Alton is located outside the city limits of 
Fortuna, census data provided in this document for Fortuna could be interpreted as a 
generalized nearby geographic trend rather than specific data for Alton. The project 
would not affect any specific interest and there is no established community to be 
disrupted.  One of the affected parties (owner and lessee of agricultural lands) has a 
Hispanic surname.  The parcels owned and leased by this party that would be affected 
by the project would still be available and usable for agricultural production upon the 
completion of the project.  Two of the affected residential rental units may be 
occupied by low income tenants. The project will not have a disproportionately high 
adverse effect on minority or low income populations.   

Executive Order 12898, Federal Action to Address Environmental Justice in Minority 
Populations and Low-Income Populations, signed by the President on February 11, 
1994, directs Federal agencies to take the appropriate and necessary steps to identify 
and address disproportionately high adverse effects of Federal projects on the health 
or environment of minority and low income populations to the greatest extent 
practicable and permitted by law.  No minority or low-income populations have been 
identified that would be subjected to disproportionately high adverse impacts as a 
result of the proposed project.  Therefore, this project is not subject to the provisions 
of E.O. 12898. 

Non-agricultural commercial uses in Alton on the east side of SR 101 are a retail burl 
shop and a trucking facility and on the west side of SR 101, a wire rope business, 
fueling station, coffee shop and two gravel extraction and processing plants.  Farther 
north adjacent to the project limits, near the east intersection of Drake Hill Road and 
SR 101, are another burl shop, a lumber remanufacturing plant, a strawberry farm 
with a retail sales stand, and a target range. On the western portion of Drake Hill 
Road there is an animal rescue business. 
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The burl shop located in the southeast quadrant of the SR 36 and 101 intersection 
would be directly displaced.  A portion of the truck stop/fueling station and café 
property, located northwest of the intersection, would be acquired and would require 
relocation of some of the improvements to the remainder of the parcel. Direct access 
to the Hansen’s businesses would be changed by the closure of Hansen Lane and 
Sandy Prairie Road intersections with SR 101. Proposed local road extensions on the 
west side of SR 101 would provide suitable alternative access to the site and indirect 
access for vehicles on SR 101. 

Another burl shop and a wholesale remanufactured lumber plant are located southeast 
of the intersection of Drake Hill Road and Eel River Drive east of SR 101.  Closure of 
the Drake Hill Road/SR 101 intersection would result in access changes for these 
businesses. Eel River Drive and SR 101 would be accessed via the interchange at 
Kenmar Road, north of the project limits.  

The two gravel extraction and processing plants which currently use at-grade 
intersections for highway access would need to use a local road extension to ingress 
and egress SR 101.  The proposed project is not expected to impact these businesses 
and may result in safer access for loaded vehicles. 

The Humboldt County General Plan, Fortuna Area Plan and Eel River Area Plan 
include policies to protect agricultural lands.  The proposed project would displace 
agricultural land as described in more detail in the agricultural section of this 
environmental document. Three parcels are under the same ownership and are in a 
Williamson Act Agricultural Preserve contract.  As noted in the subsequent 
discussion regarding agricultural resources, the area impacted by this project would 
not constitute a substantial portion of the County's total agricultural lands.  Mitigation 
for the impacted land is proposed as in-lieu fee payment to an appropriate receiving 
entity such as the State Coastal Conservancy or the County of Humboldt at a ratio of 
1:1 based on fair market value.  

Removing agricultural lands from productive use through acquisition, bisecting 
parcels for road construction, and access restriction could result in the conversion of 
agricultural lands to non-agricultural uses and could further induce commercial, 
residential or industrial growth.  The Humboldt County Board of Supervisors must 
determine that it is in the public’s interest to convert land planned and zoned for 
agricultural use to other non-agricultural land uses and zoning designations.   
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This project would not affect the location or growth rate of the local population. The 
project would not increase the capacity of the existing highway facility but rather 
would convert an existing intersection to a grade separated interchange in order to 
improve traffic operations and safety.  

Some of the land area taken out of agricultural production could be considered for 
conversion to other uses such as residential, industrial or commercial.  The intensity 
of development would be limited by the lack of water and sewer services to the area.  
Private wells and septic systems are the only sources of water and waste disposal 
currently available within the project limits.  Extension of services would require 
annexation to the City of Fortuna and payment of all costs associated with service 
extension and installation.  Immediately to the north of the project limits, within the 
City of Fortuna limits, there are a number of commercially zoned parcels with 
municipal water and sewer services that are available for development.  Growth in the 
Kenmar Road/River Walk Drive area is more likely to occur as infill to a serviced 
area rather than at the SR 36/101 interchange location.   

The interchange would improve the freeway access for existing commercially and 
industrially zoned parcels in the area.  As a result, there may be some interest in 
increasing the intensity of commercial and industrial uses or  in converting the 
agricultural uses to commercial or industrial uses. The extent of improvement would 
be limited by the lack of sewer and water services to the sites and the requirement that 
the developer carry the responsibility for annexing to the city of Fortuna and for 
paying for extending the services. 

2.1.2 Farmlands/Agricultural Lands 

2.1.2.1  Regulatory Setting 

Federal, state and local governmental agencies have established various policies to 
protect farmland. 

At the federal level, the provisions of the U.S. Farmland Protection Policy Act of 
1984 (FPPA) require agencies to address the effects of projects on farmlands and the 
United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) Natural Resources Conservation 
Service (NRCS) oversees implementation of FPPA.  It requires that an inventory of 
farmlands be prepared which identifies prime, unique, and other farmland of 
statewide or local importance that would be affected by the project.  The NRCS 
system of classification generally provides an indication of how suitable the  soils are 
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for agricultural use.  For each alternative, a Farmland Conversion Impact Rating 
Form must be completed in consultation with the NRCS staff.  These forms provide 
the basis for assessing project impacts on farmland relative to federally established 
criteria.  The NRCS is in the process of doing comprehensive mapping and soils 
classification for Humboldt County, among other areas.  Since the local mapping is 
incomplete in Humboldt County, coordination with the NRCS staff has been very 
limited and the information is not available to fully complete the Conversion Impact 
Rating Form that has been developed under FPPA.  Because the NRCS soil data is 
not available, another source of soil data was used for the analysis of this project.  
The soils within the project limits include prime agricultural soils, as identified in the 
only published soils classifying system to date, the Soils of Western Humboldt 
County, California, a cooperative project between the Department of Soils and Plant 
Nutrition, U.C. Davis, and the County of Humboldt, California. 

At the state level, the California Land Conservation Act (also known as the 
Williamson Act) was enacted in 1965 to minimize the conversion of farmland to 
urban uses.  This act allows local governments to designate farmlands as agricultural 
preserves.  Lands that are so designated are taxed at a lower rate.  Landowners sign a 
contract with the local government that is effective for 10 years and agree not to 
develop the land in return for the lower tax rate.  The Act generally prohibits a public 
agency from acquiring lands that are covered by a Williamson Act contract for a 
public improvement if there is other land where the improvement could be located, 
although there are exemptions for improvements to existing state highway facilities.  
Consultation with the Department of Conservation is required prior to acquisition of 
Williamson Act contract lands. 

2.1.2.2  Affected Environment 

Farming is one of the dominant land uses in the project area.  The distribution of 
farmland along the project SR appears in Exhibit 7A.  Soils in the project vicinity are 
mapped as Ferndale 2 and Ferndale 9.  The Ferndale series are generally 
characterized as having medium texture, dark grayish brown, well-draining soils of 
recent alluvial origin.  The Ferndale 2 soils have a high nutrient capacity, and a 
favorable moisture holding capacity.  The soils are rated 100 in the Storie Index, 
which is categorized as prime agricultural soils.  The Ferndale 9, rated 90 in the 
Storie Index and also a prime agricultural soil, is a well-draining, fertile soil that is 
high in available moisture.   
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The following County-wide trends have developed over the 5 years between 1992 and 
1997, according to the 1997 Census of Agriculture, County Profile, prepared by the 
USDA, California Agricultural Statistics Service: 

• Land in farms in Humboldt County has decreased in the past 5 years by 2% from 
241,908 ha (597,766 ac) in 1992 to 236,555 ha (584,538 ac) in 1997.   

• The average size of farms has increased 8% from 276.8 ha (684 ac) in 1992 to 
299 ha (738 ac) in 1997.   

• The number of full-time farms has decreased 13% from 482 farms in 1992 to 417 
farms in 1997.   

• The market value of agricultural products sold has increased 22% to $75,475,000 
in 1997, with crop sales accounting for 33% of the market value and livestock sales 
accounting for 67% of the market value.   

 

The 1992 Census of Agriculture reports the following for Fortuna for the year 1992: 

• Of the 98 farms, 16 are 405 ha (1,000 ac) or larger, 33 farms range in size from 20 
to 404 ha (50 to 999 ac), and 49 farms range in size from 0.4 to 19.9 ha (1 to 49 ac). 

 
Within the project limits, there are 15 parcels, containing nearly 128 ha (317 ac), 
zoned and/or planned for agricultural uses and that are in agricultural production and 
13 parcels are zoned and/or planned for non-agricultural uses and have commercial, 
industrial, or residential uses. Within close proximity to the project limits, there are 
approximately 40 parcels in agricultural zoning and more than 70 in non-agricultural 
zoning. 

The predominant agricultural use in the project limits is pasturage for dairy cows and 
grazing for other livestock.  Row crops such as potatoes and green beans have been 
tried in the vicinity, but none are evident in current farms, other than personal 
vegetable plots adjacent to farmhouses.  

At least one dairy farmer leases and owns several parcels east and west of the 
highway.  The dairy cows can cross under SR 101 at the Overflow Bridge.  In years 
past, farm vehicles could also pass under the highway at this location.  However, silt 
deposition and widening of the overflow bridges have resulted in a reduction of the 
vertical clearance so that farm vehicles can no longer readily pass. 
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Countywide, in the 1997 tax year, there were a total of 79,976 ha (197,625 ac) in 
Williamson Act contract.  Of these Williamson Act contract lands, 1559 ha (3,853 ac) 
are prime agricultural land and 78,417 ha (193,772 ac) are nonprime agricultural land. 
Within the project limits, there is one Williamson Act contract of 47.75 ha (118 ac), 
established 1/28/86, which includes three parcels under the same ownership.  The one 
contract within the project limits, Exhibit 7B, represents 0.06% of the county-wide 
lands in Williamson Act contract.  

At the local level, Humboldt County’s Framework Plan and Local Coastal Plan and 
the City of Fortuna’s General Plans include policies that emphasize the preservation 
of existing land uses including farming.  Fortuna and Humboldt County use adopted 
urban boundaries in the Sphere of Influence, city boundaries, community/area plan 
boundaries and subdivisions to direct development to occur within areas currently 
served with water, sewer and road infrastructure and restrain encroachment of urban 
uses into farmland.  

2.1.2.3  Impacts 

The proposed build alternatives would impact agricultural land, including prime 
farmland.   The table below summarizes the farmlands affected by the three build 
alternatives. Approximately 1.95 ha (4.80 ac) of agricultural land would be displaced 
or made unusable through acquisition, road construction and/or access restrictions for 
all build alternatives.   Each of the three proposed build alternatives would further 
reduce the agricultural land as follows: 

Table 3 – Farmlands Affected 

  Individual impacts Common to All Alternatives Total 

Alt 1 –  6.39 ha (15.79 ac) 1.95 ha (4.80 ac) 8.33 ha;(20.59 ac) 

Alt 2 –  4.33 ha (10.71 ac) 1.95 ha (4.80 ac)  6.28 ha (15.51 ac) 

Alt 3 –  4.99 ha (12.34 ac) 1.95 ha (4.80 ac) 6.94 ha (17.14 ac) 

Alt 4 – no build, no impacts to agricultural lands 

 

This represents both direct conversion of farmland within the project right of way and 
indirect conversion resulting from the bisection of a parcel by a roadway alignment. 
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Alternative 1 would convert 8.33 ha (20.59 ac) of farmland. This acreage represents 
0.004% of the 236,555 ha (584,538 ac) total agricultural acreage in the county (1997 
Census of Agriculture).  Alternative 2 would convert 6.28 ha. (15.51 ac.) of farmland.  
This acreage represents 0.003% of the total agricultural acreage in the county.  
Alternative 3 would convert 6.94  ha (17.14 ac) of farmland. This acreage represents 
0.0011% of the total agricultural acreage in the county. 

With the information that was available, Caltrans prepared the evaluation as identified 
by the NRCS in the Farmland Conversion Impact Rating.  The results of the 
evaluation and coordination with NRCS indicate no further evaluation with regard to 
the Federal Farmland Protection Policy is necessary for this project.  Coordination 
with the California Department of Conservation and the County of Humboldt also 
occurred regarding potential impacts to lands in Williamson Act contract.  While 
minimizing impacts to prime agricultural lands, especially land in Williamson Act 
contract is preferred by resource/regulatory agencies such as the County of Humboldt 
and the Department of Conservation, it is recognized that improvements to existing 
highway facilities sometimes necessitate encroaching onto prime agricultural lands. 

Improving the safety of the existing at-grade intersection to a grade separated 
interchange at this location would impact the Williamson Act contract parcels under 
all build alternatives due to the proximity of the existing highway intersection to these 
parcels. Moving the alignment of the existing intersection in order to avoid impacting 
the Williamson Act contract lands would shift the impacts from one prime 
agricultural site to another prime agricultural site and would have a larger overall 
project footprint. In addition, such an interchange realignment would have greater 
potential impacts to traffic patterns, noise patterns, drainage patterns and land use for 
numerous residences including a mobile home/trailer park, and a trucking business on 
the east side of SR 101.  Shifting the intersection to the south in order to avoid the 
Williamson Act contract lands would replace an existing tangent alignment of SR 36 
with a very curvilinear one and would necessitate building multiple bridges to span 
the Van Duzen River overflow channel. 

All three build alternatives would impact the three parcels in the Williamson Act 
contract, reducing the size of the contract land from 47.75 ha (118 ac) by the 
following areas:  Alternative 1 –  3.10 ha (7.67 ac); Alternative 2 – 3.34 ha (8.26 ac); 
and Alternative 3 – 1.71 ha (4.22 ac).   While the Williamson Act (Government Code 
Sections 51290 et. seq.) generally prohibits a public agency from acquiring prime 
farmland covered under the Act for the location of a public improvement if there is 
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other land within or outside the preserve on which it is reasonably feasible to locate 
the public improvement, the law generally exempts existing state highways from this 
provision.  Government Code Section 51295 states that when a project would 
condemn or acquire only a portion of a parcel of land subject to a Williamson Act 
contract, the contract is deemed null and void only as to that portion of the contracted 
farmland taken.  The remaining land continues to be subject to the contract unless it is 
adversely affected by the condemnation, in which case, the contract for the remaining 
portion may be canceled. The remainder of the property within Williamson Act 
contract, after acquiring a portion for the interchange improvement project, would 
still be eligible and would continue to meet the productivity standards ($200 per 0.40 
hectare or 1 acre) to qualify for participation in the Williamson Act contract.  Thus, 
cancellation of a Williamson Act contract would not be imminent as a result of this 
project and would be a matter to consider only if the property owner initiated such a 
request.  

In order to avoid impacts to an existing dairy, the overflow bridge for the proposed 
local road extension would be constructed at a similar elevation to the existing SR 
101 overflow bridges.  This would allow continued undercrossing by the dairy farmer 
who runs the herd on the west and east sides of SR 101.   

All three proposed build alternatives would impact prime agricultural land and 
Williamson Act contract land.  The amount of land is a small percentage of the 
county’s total prime agricultural and Williamson Act lands.  Avoidance of 
agricultural lands is not possible under the build alternatives.   

2.1.2.4  Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures 

After consulting with the NRCS, Department of Conservation, County of Humboldt 
and California Coastal Commission, about minimizing potential impacts to 
agricultural lands, Caltrans proposes to mitigate the impacts of agricultural lands 
through the following measures: 

Protect other existing farmland through purchasing agricultural conservation 
easements to mitigate loss of farmland on a 1:1 basis; or 

Apply in-lieu fee mitigation funds equivalent to the fair market value of impacted 
agricultural acreage on a 1:1 basis toward the implementation of a farmland 
protection program, such as transfer or purchase of development rights or 
conservation easements, agricultural impact fees or farmland trusts. Federal funds 
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will not be used for to pay for the agricultural in-lieu fee payments.  Such funds 
would be paid to either the County of Humboldt, the State Coastal Conservancy or an 
appropriate local land trust mutually agreed upon by the County of Humboldt and 
Caltrans. 

2.1.3 Utilities and Special Servcies 

Freeway lighting is proposed for the SR 36/101 interchange.  Light standards would 
be located at the ramp intersections with SR 36 and where the ramps connect with 
mainline SR 101.  PG&E buried gas lines and aerial power lines, SBC telephone 
facilities and Cox  Communication cable facilities are currently located within the 
project limits.  It will be necessary to relocate these utility conflicts.  

The project will not substantially impact fire protection, police protection, schools, 
parks or other public facilities.  The closure of the access at Drake Hill Road would 
minimally increase response time for emergency vehicles serving the approximately 
14 residences and three businesses on the west side of SR 101.  Although Drake Hill 
Road would be closed for direct public access to SR 101, emergency response 
vehicles would have the key or combination to a locked gate across the cul-de-
sac/turn-around at the eastern limits of Drake Hill Road on the west side of SR 101, 
thereby minimizing impacts to emergency vehicle response time. Proposed 
resurfacing of Sandy Prairie Road and west Drake Hill Road would improve the 
condition of the road to coincide with the change in traffic patterns. 

2.1.3.1  Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures 

Any person (individual, family corporation, partnership, or association) who moves 
from real property or moves personal property from real property as a result of the 
acquisition of the real property, or who is required to relocate as a result of a written 
notice from the California Department of Transportation is eligible for “Relocation 
Assistance”. All activities will be conducted in accordance with the Uniform 
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as 
amended.  Relocation resources shall be available to all displacees without 
discrimination. Eligible displaced residents and businesses will be provided 
Relocation Assistance and will be compensated for their property at fair market value.  

Other partial acquisitions of property will be compensated at fair market value.  
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The potential impacts of SR 101 median closures would be offset by the construction 
of local road extensions.  Emergency services personnel would be provided access to 
Drake Hill Road from SR 101 to expedite response time for services to existing 
residences and businesses on west Drake Hill Road. 

2.1.4   Traffic Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities 

2.1.4.1 Affected Environment 

At-grade intersections with SR 101 exist within the project limits at the following 
locations:   

• a gravel road – River Access Road on the west;  
• SR 36 on the east and Fowler Lane on the west;  
• Hansen Lane on the west;  
• Sandy Prairie Road on the west; and  
• Drake Hill Road on the west and east.   
 

A grade separated interchange is located at the northern project limits at Kenmar 
Road.   

Existing local roads that link with other local roads include:  

• on the east side of SR 101, Eel River Drive, a local road extension that connects 
Drake Hill Road to Kenmar Road in the Fortuna City limits;   

• on the west side of SR 101, the westerly end of Drake Hill Road turns into Sandy 
Prairie Road as it turns south, which in turn connects back to SR 101, approximately 
1 km (0.6 mi) south of the Drake Hill Road/SR 101 intersection.   

 
Hansen Lane, Fowler Lane and River Access Road do not connect with other local 
side roads, but have direct access to SR 101.  SR 36 continues east to Hydesville, 
approximately 6.4 km (4 mi) east, where Rohnerville Road connects and continues 
northwest to Fortuna.  SR 36 also continues east to Red Bluff and I-5. 

Residential and commercial traffic both utilize each of these highways. SR 101 also 
supports high volumes of recreational traffic from out of the area. Humboldt Transit 
Authority (HTA) provides local bus transit service in this portion of the SR 101 
corridor.  The nearest HTA bus stops are located in southern Fortuna and northern 
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Rio Dell, however no scheduled stop exists within the project limits.  Inter-regional 
Greyhound and Amtrak buses stop in Fortuna north of the project limits.  No 
sidewalks or other pedestrian facilities are located within the project limits along the 
local roads (Eel River Drive, Sandy Prairie Road, Drake Hill Road, Fowler Lane), nor 
along the State Highways – SRs 36 and 101.  This segment of SR 101 is part of the 
Pacific Coast Bikecentennial Bicycle Route.  The Northwestern Pacific Railroad has 
provided freight service to the area, but has had difficulty maintaining the rail system 
and has not been actively shipping on the rail lines for several years. Rohnerville 
Airport is located on a 65 ha (160 ac) site near the project area, south of the City of 
Fortuna.  

2.1.4.2  Impacts  

Traffic control and temporary detours would be necessary during construction, 
ensuring that access for businesses and residences on the connecting roads will be 
maintained throughout the duration of construction.  Short term detouring of SR 101 
traffic would be required during construction.  A long term temporary connection for 
SR 36 is planned for construction of the new overcrossing ramps.  The temporary and 
longterm detours are not expected to result in substantial delays to traffic.   

Preliminary staging considerations are based on maintaining access to SR 101 from 
east and west of the highway while fills are constructed for the new overcrossing.  
West side properties would be able to access SR 101 during construction by the early 
construction of the Sandy Prairie Road local road extension north of SR 36, thus 
allowing traffic from Fowler and Hansen Lanes access to the at-grade connection at 
Sandy Prairie Road.  Access to SR 101 from the east would require construction of a 
temporary connection for SR 36 either north or south of the existing intersection and 
would include acceleration/deceleration and left-turn lanes. 

Permanent changes in traffic patterns and some out of direction travel would result 
from the proposed closure of the median and seven at-grade crossings.  At the 
southern project limits, a narrow gravel road currently provides access to dairy 
pastures and a gravel extraction/processing plant and the lower reaches of the Van 
Duzen River.  This road approach onto SR 101 would be closed.  In order to continue 
providing access for these uses, a local road extension is proposed south from Fowler 
Lane (westerly extension of SR 36) close to the southbound on-ramp and the 
southbound lanes of SR 101. This south local road extension would have a reinforced 
concrete slab bridge (similar to adjacent structures carrying SR 101 over the overflow 
channel) constructed over the Van Duzen River overflow channel.  The proposed 
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bridge would have adequate clearance to pass expected water flows and to allow 
passage of farm equipment and livestock beneath it when the channel is dry. 

The existing at-grade intersection of SRs 36 and 101 and Fowler Lane would be 
removed and replaced with one of the proposed designs for the interchange.  A 
pedestrian sidewalk would be located adjacent to the westbound lane in the SR 36 
overcrossing.  The proposed on and off ramps would allow motorists to turn on and 
off both highways.  The existing intersections of SR 36 with Old State Highway and 
Van Duzen Street would remain. On the west side of SR 101, Hansen Lane, Sandy 
Prairie Road and Drake Hill Road intersections with SR 101 would be removed.  
Alternate access to SR 101 would be available from a proposed local road extension 
that originates at the SR 36/Fowler Lane overcrossing/bridge and extends north to a 
cul-de-sac and turn around at the Drake Hill Road intersection with SR 101.  A 
locked gate accessible to emergency vehicles (fire, police and ambulance) would 
ensure continued service with minimal delays to the residences on Drake Hill Road 
and Sandy Prairie Road.  On the east side of SR 101, the intersection of Drake Hill 
Road and SR 101 would be closed.  Eel River Drive is an existing local road 
extension parallel to and east of SR 101 between Drake Hill Road and Kenmar Road 
that provides an alternate means of reaching SR 101 at the Kenmar Road interchange.   

The proposed grade separation is expected to reduce delays for vehicles turning to 
and from SRs 36 and 101, since less time would be spent at ramps than would be 
spent waiting for gaps in traffic.   Closure of the median and SR 101 ingress/egress 
access points at Drake Hill Road, Sandy Prairie Road, and the unnamed gravel road 
leading to the Van Duzen River and the gravel business will necessitate a relatively 
minor amount of out-of-direction travel, affecting the users of the local roads.   

Most of the Drake Hill Road traffic attempting to enter SR 101 from the east 
originates in the residential area to the east, referred to as Campton Heights, and 
points east of there.  Alternative routes to the state highway are available using 
School Road, Ross Hill Road and Kenmar Road.  Increased travel time to SR 101 for 
these motorists during non-peak hours would not be substantial.  Assuming that all of 
the traffic on the east side of the highway that would have used Drake Hill Road to 
access SR 101 is diverted north on Eel River Drive onto Kenmar Road, the projected 
traffic volumes for the year 2025 indicate the Level of Service (LOS) would degrade 
to LOS F conditions and require a 143 second wait during the afternoon peak hour for 
a left turn onto Kenmar.  It is anticipated that most of the westbound Drake Hill Road 
traffic would divert via a School Road to Ross Hill Road  to Kenmar Road SR to the 
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Kenmar Road/SR 101 interchange, rather than use Eel River Drive, in order to avoid 
possible delays while waiting to turn left from Eel River Drive onto Kenmar Road 
during the afternoon peak hour.   

Assuming a directional split of the Campton Heights residential and commercial 
traffic using School Road/Ross Hill Road to reach Kenmar Road and the Rohnerville 
Interchange, the intersections of Kenmar/Eel River Drive and Kenmar/Northbound 
SR 101 off-ramps were analyzed for delays.  With the No-Build alternative, the three 
intersections (Kenmar Road/101 ramps; Kenmar Road/NB Eel River Drive; Kenmar 
Road/SB Eel River Drive) would continue to operate at LOS  C or better by the year 
2025.  With the build alternatives, assuming 50% diversion of the traffic, the 
modeling indicates that the northbound approach to Eel River Drive/Kenmar Road 
intersection will experience enough delays (29 seconds in construction year 2007 and 
72 seconds in the year 2025) to logically anticipate that motorists will divert to an 
alternate route in order to avoid the delays.  Assuming even greater percentages of 
traffic diversion (75% and 100%), the LOS improves.  

Level of Service at the Kenmar Road interchange/ramps and at the intersection of Eel 
River Drive/Kenmar Road would be virtually the same for the No Build alternative 
and for the three build alternatives for the year 2025.  With or without the project in 
the year 2025, the left turns from Eel River Road to Kenmar Road would operate at 
LOS F, and the ramps on the Rohnerville Interchange would operate at LOS B or 
better.  

The traffic analysis for the year 2025 Build scenario indicates that, with or without 
diversion to Ross Hill Road, traffic signal warrants are not met based on peak hour 
volumes at the Eel River Drive/Kenmar Road intersection. While the traffic analysis 
for the proposed improvements model for an educated estimate of traffic patterns and 
potential impacts, it may be difficult to accurately predict drivers’ responses to 
changes and traffic patterns at interchanges and at portions of local roads which serve 
as connections between freeways and existing public roads during the time of freeway 
design.  Caltrans will monitor traffic patterns at Eel River Drive and Kenmar Road 
after completion of the Alton Interchange.  If monitoring reveals different patterns 
and results from those modeled for the intersections, improvements such as stop 
control and/or signals would be implemented if they become warranted and have the 
support of the local jurisdiction. 
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The project would not substantially impact fire protection, police protection, schools, 
parks or other public facilities.  The closure of the access at Drake Hill Road would 
minimally increase response time for emergency vehicles serving the approximately 
14 residences and three businesses on the west side of SR 101.  Although Drake Hill 
Road would be closed for direct public access to SR 101, emergency response 
vehicles would have the key or combination to a locked gate across the cul-de-
sac/turn-around at the eastern limits of Drake Hill Road on the west side of SR 101, 
thereby minimizing impacts to emergency vehicle response time. Roadway 
resurfacing and blading of shoulder areas are proposed on West Drake Hill 
Road/Sandy Prairie Road to improve the condition of the road prior to closing the 
highway encroachment. 

2.1.4.3  Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures 

Improvements to the shoulder of Sandy Prairie Road emergency vehicle turn around 
and gate access are proposed. A temporary detour is proposed for the SR 101/36 
intersection.  A first order of work would be to construct local road extensions in 
order to maintain access. The intersection of Eel River Drive/Kenmar Road would be 
monitored for 5 years to determine whether signal warrants differ from those modeled 
which indicated that signals are not warranted. 

2.1.5 Visual/Aesthetics 
 

2.1.5.1  Regulatory Setting 
The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 as amended (NEPA) establishes that 
the federal government use all practicable means to ensure all Americans safe, 
healthful, productive, and aesthetically (emphasis added) and culturally pleasing 
surroundings [42 U.S.C. 4331(b)(2)]. To further emphasize this point, the Federal 
Highway administration in its implementation of NEPA [23 U.S.C. 109(h)] directs 
that final decisions regarding projects are to be made in the best overall public interest 
taking into account adverse environmental impacts, including among others, the 
destruction or disruption of aesthetic values. 

Likewise, the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) establishes that it is the 
policy of the state to take all action necessary to provide the people of the state 
“with…enjoyment of aesthetic, natural, scenic and historic environmental qualities.” 
[CA Public Resources Code Section 21001(b)] 
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2.1.5.2  Affected Environment 

  Within Humboldt County, SR 101 emerges from the narrow, steep-walled Eel River 
canyon a few miles south of the proposed project site.  The proposed project site is 
approximately 16 km (10 mi) from the coast.  In the vicinity of the proposed project 
site, the highway traverses river bottomlands that are used for agricultural production 
and livestock grazing.  The Eel River parallels parts of SR 101 leading up to the 
project site from the south.  This segment of SR 101 has been listed as “Eligible” for 
California Scenic Highway status.  Most of the area is flat and characterized by 
pasture grasslands, scrubby growth and some large trees.  Alton, an older, mostly 
residential area, is located east of SR 101 near the intersection with SR 36.  A small 
older mobile home park is near the southern part of Alton.  A few blocks of single 
family residences make up much of the remainder of Alton and are surrounded 
primarily by pasture and dairy lands.  A trucking business, burl shop and some former 
commercial parcels, currently used as residences are located along SR 36 adjacent to 
its intersection with SR 101. Near the northeast quadrant of the intersection of SR 101 
and 36, a prominent hillside with a plateau and heavily vegetated cliff-like face, 
known as the Rohnerville bluffs, can be seen by motorists from all directions.  The 
most dramatic view of this is as a backdrop for those traveling northbound. In the 
foreground are scattered man-made developments, including a wire rope business and 
an auto salvage yard.  Small power lines and streetlights are visible adjacent to the 
existing at-grade intersection, and a large conifer is within the northwest quadrant. 

SR 36 runs west-east through Humboldt, Trinity, and Tehama counties, linking SR 
101 on the west to I-5 and the city of Red Bluff on the east.  Immediately east of the 
project site, SR 36 lies within the lower reaches of the Van Duzen River canyon, as 
the river passes through forested mountainous terrain to merge with the Eel River just 
to the southwest of the project site.  The Van Duzen River has a Recreational 
classification on the State and Federal Wild and Scenic River lists.  Hydesville, 
located approximately 6.4 km (4 mi) east of the intersection of SRs 36 and 101, is the 
first small community encountered when traveling east on SR 36.  SR 36 has a larger 
traffic volume in summer due to recreational travelers accessing county and state 
parks and national forests.  In addition, commercial vehicles carrying timber and 
gravel add to the seasonal traffic load.  There are four operating sawmills within 16 
km (10 mi) of the project site and transport of logs and timber products generate 
much of the commercial and industrial traffic on the SR. 
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There are six major  viewsheds within the project site.  A viewshed is an area defined 
by terrain or objects that a viewer can see from a particular viewing area.  Two 
viewsheds are on SR 101 south of Alton; two viewsheds are on SR 101 north of 
Alton; one viewshed is on SR 36 east of SR 101; and one viewshed is on Fowler Lane 
(westerly extension of SR 36) west of SR 101. 

 

Viewsheds 1 through 6 

1. Located on SR 101, Viewshed 1 extends from the southern limit of the project 
near the Van Duzen River Bridge to the Nolan Trucking property, near the 
tapers for the proposed ramps, approximately 0.8 km (0.5 mi) between KP 
91.6/92.4 (PM 56.9/57.4).  This viewshed is a mostly rural setting with a 
foreground of pastureland including dairy cows and a grass covered flood 
protection levee to the west.  There are distant views of the coastal mountains 
on the west.  A riparian forest is located immediately northeast of the Van 
Duzen River bridge at the southern limits of the Alton Interchange project.  
Immediately north of the riparian trees, is a small wetland area, north of which 
is the Alton Trailer Park.  Also visible are the existing SR 101/36 intersection, 
several farmhouses, old rustic barns, Hansen’s Truck Stop and large billboards 
in the distance.   

2. Located on SR 101, Viewshed 2 extends from the Nolan Trucking property to 
the proposed SR 36/101 overpass structure, approximately 0.5 km (0.3 mi) 
between KP 92.9/93.3 (PM 57.4/57.7).  This viewshed includes a mix of rural 
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and urban views, including residences and barns, grazing lands, the levee and 
a gravel operation to the west of SR 101.  A trucking business dominates the 
view to the east.  A redwood burl business with wood carvings and sculptures 
is located at the southeast corner of the intersection of SRs 101 and 36.  The 
town of Alton is visible in the middle ground.  The 102 m (335 ft) high 
Rohnerville bluffs provide a backdrop in the northeast section of this 
viewshed.   

3. Located on SR 101, Viewshed 3 extends from the proposed SR 36 overpass 
structure north to the Hansen’s Truck Stop property, where the proposed 
southbound off-ramp and the northbound on-ramp taper onto existing SR 101, 
approximately 0.5 km (0.3 mi) between KP 92.9/93.3 (PM 57.7/58.0).  This 
viewshed provides a mix of rural and urban views with farm houses and 
outbuildings next to grazing lands and commercial uses at the truck stop.  The 
visual character of the commercial/industrial area is degraded by large piles of 
metal parts, scrap and wire rope scattered on the site and numerous vehicles 
parked along the eastern boundary.  There are large billboards located on both 
sides of SR 101 within this viewshed.   

4. Located on SR 101, Viewshed 4 extends from Hansen’s Truck Stop property 
to the northern project limits at Kenmar Road, approximately 2.4 km (1.5 mi) 
between KP 93.3/95.8 (PM 58.0/59.5).  This viewshed includes a mix of rural, 
agricultural grazing lands with farm houses and commercial uses including 
views of Hansen’s Truck Stop on the west side, and on the east side, a 
remanufacturing/mill site and a redwood burl manufacturing/retail business. 

5. Located on SR 36, Viewshed 5 extends from the eastern project limits to the 
proposed overpass structure. Viewshed 5 is a developed area, bordered by the 
seldom used railroad lines to the east and SR 101 to the west.  Old State 
Highway 101 and Main Street parallel the railroad tracks immediately to the 
west and provide access to residences and businesses that are visible from 
both SR 101 and 36.  A former bar/café with gas station is located at the 
southeast corner of Old State Highway 101/SR 36.  The building is falling into 
disrepair and appears not to be in active use.  Farther west, there are two older 
residences that have deferred maintenance.  Piles of logs, pieces of wood, 
equipment and sculptures are on the next property to the west.  Residences on 
Main Street and Old State Highway that can be seen in this viewshed appear 
well maintained.  The area between the Main Street residences and SR 101 
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has grass and mature tree cover.  Two large billboards are located in the 
grassy field. 

6. Located on Fowler Lane (the westerly extension of SR 36), Viewshed 6 
extends from the western project limits to the proposed bridge structure. This 
viewshed offers a rural setting with grazing lands, horses and dairy cows.  
Fowler Lane provides access to two rural residences, some barns and 
outbuildings,  and a gravel extraction operation.   

2.1.5.3  Impacts 

The proposed project would modify the visual setting but would not have a 
substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista, or scenic resource and would not affect an 
officially designated state scenic highway.  The most noticeable change would be the 
addition of a large bridge/overcrossing structure, fill, on- and off-ramps and local 
road extensions. The new overpass structure would momentarily block motorists’ 
views of the middle ground and background in the immediate vicinity of the 
interchange.  The views that would be momentarily blocked are a mixture of rural 
farmscape, commercial uses and billboards.  Residents on Main Street in Alton would 
lose some views of the middle ground and background toward the southwest because 
the northbound ramp would be located adjacent to their property lines.  The 
interchange on- and off- ramps would push views of grazing lands west of SR 101 
from the foreground to the middle-ground for passing motorists traveling along SR 
101.  However, travelers on the overpass structure would most likely have improved 
views of the surrounding region including Alton, the Van Duzen River valley, the 
Rohnerville and Scotia Bluffs and the Coast Range.  Residents and businesses located 
east of the overpass could lose some middle ground and background views due to the 
height of the overpass structure. 

A 0.91 m (2.98 ft) high Type-60 concrete barrier would be placed on SR 101 between 
KP 92.2/94.9 (PM 57.3/59.0). The concrete barrier may partially block views of the 
middle and background for smaller automobiles traveling in the inside (passing) lane.  
Adding paved shoulders would marginally change the visual texture. 

A basket-weave type pattern is proposed for the exterior of the overpass to give a 
sense of place to the structure.  This aesthetic treatment to the overpass is intended to 
evoke traditional local Native American basket designs.  Caltrans Office of Structures 
Aesthetics has drafted a conceptual basket weave for the structure’s barrier rails and a 
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fractured rib treatment for the abutments and columns.  A conceptual rendering was 
reviewed and found to be acceptable by Wiyot tribal representatives (Exhibit 8).  

The potential impacts to the visual setting are minor.  Following is a discussion of the 
minor changes that would result from the implementation of any of the build 
alternatives.  

1. Viewshed 1: Changes to the visual environment would be similar for the three 
build alternatives in the segment from the southern project limit north to the 
taper of the northbound off-ramp/southbound on-ramp.  The existing entrance 
from SR 101 to the gravel operation from the gravel River Road would be 
removed.  An alternate access to the gravel operation would be created by a 
new two-lane local road extension immediately west of southbound SR 101 
that connects to Fowler Lane west of the interchange.  A 21 m (69 ft) long 
bridge would be constructed where the local road extension crosses the Van 
Duzen Overflow corridor.  The local road extension would move views of the 
grazing lands from the foreground toward the middle ground.  Impacts to 
views from the Alton Trailer Park and residences along Old State Highway 
101 toward the west would be negligible since the northbound offramp would 
be only slightly closer to the residences than the existing highway. 

2. Viewshed 2:  Three buildings (two farm residences and an old barn) and 
surrounding vegetation located in the southwest quadrant of the SR 101/36 
intersection (Wyman property) are proposed to be demolished and replaced 
with ramps and a local road extension under the three build alternatives, 
thereby impacting the visual quality of the agricultural setting.  The 
northbound off-ramp would require the demolition of a redwood burl business 
and two older, poorly maintained residential structures, resulting in changes to 
the visual character.  Construction of the local road extension and ramps 
would shift the views of grazing lands on the west to the middleground from 
the current foreground position. The ramp and local road extension design for 
Alternative 2 would have the least impact to views of grazing lands in the 
southwest quadrant.  

3. Viewshed 3:  For the three build alternatives, the existing lane opening from 
SR 101 to Hansen Lane would be removed and a local road extension would 
be constructed connecting Fowler Lane, Hansen Lane, Hansen’s Truck Stop 
and Sandy Prairie Road.  The local road extension would parallel SR 101 and 
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the southbound off-ramp replacing the foreground open space view of 
agricultural lands with a foreground view of a two-lane road.  From Hansen 
Lane northward to Sandy Prairie Road, the existing commercial and industrial 
lands at Hansen’s truck stop and wire rope business would be moved to the 
west, away from the highway and the proposed local road extension would be 
more prominent in the foreground view.  On the east side of SR 101, the 
northbound ramp would require the removal of two large billboards adjacent 
to the highway and many large conifer trees located in the back yards of 
residences on Main Street.  The on-ramps would be located immediately west 
of the residences, thus dominating views of the foreground and impacting 
views toward the middle and background.  Light glare may be more 
noticeable to adjacent residences due to the close proximity of the ramp, 
although the orientation of vehicle lights would be directed away from the 
residences.  Among the three proposed build alternatives, the design 
configurations for the ramps have slight variations as to how the agricultural 
land in the northwest quadrant would be divided. Alternative 3 allows for a 
large triangular field suitable for revegetation use between SR 101 and the 
proposed local road extension. A new driveway would be constructed to 
provide new access to the agricultural property from the local road extension 
approximately 25 m (82 ft) southeast of the existing residence.  This would 
add a new road/driveway element to the landscape for that farmland.  The off-
ramp and local road extension would require the removal of two billboards 
and would encroach into the eastern 30 m (98 ft) of the truck stop property.  

4. Viewshed 4:  For all three build alternatives, existing road connections to the 
highway would be eliminated at Hansen’s Truck Stop, Sandy Prairie Road and 
Drake Hill Road. Hansen’s commercial structures would need to be relocated 
farther west on the property, shifting the development away from the 
highway.  This change would make the view of the commercial/industrial uses 
at Hansen’s less prominent from the highway and in the foreground view of 
the local road extension due to proximity.  A paved turnaround for the 
terminus of Drake Hill Road and an emergency vehicle access gate are 
proposed to be installed on the west side of SR 101 at Drake Hill Road.  

5. Viewshed 5:  The three build alternatives would have the same visual changes 
within this viewshed.  The northbound SR 101 off-ramp connection with SR 
36 would require the acquisition and demolition of the wood art/redwood burl 
business and residence on the southeast quadrant of the intersection. The 
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northbound on-ramp would cross two parcels and would be located close to 
the backyards of residences along the south side of Main Street.   

6. Viewshed 6:  The southbound SR 101 off-ramp and on-ramp would intersect 
with Fowler Lane west of the overpass structure. Approximately 110 m (361 
ft) farther west of the ramps, a local road extension would provide access from 
Fowler Lane south to the rock gravel operation at the north bank of the Van 
Duzen River and north to Hansen’s Truck Stop and Sandy Prairie Road.  A 
driveway to a residence northwest of Fowler Lane and the proposed local road 
extension would be removed and replaced as a connection to the local road 
extension approximately 30 m (98 ft) north of its intersection with Fowler 
Lane.  All three farm (residential and barn) buildings on the property on the 
southwest quadrant of the SR 101/Fowler Lane intersection would be 
removed, resulting in a loss of views of agricultural and rural structures that 
are otherwise characteristic of the landscape.  Fowler Lane would be 
improved and resurfaced as far west as the gravel operation.  The local road 
extension and ramp configurations vary among the alternatives. Each 
alternative would impact the visual setting of both parcels northwest and 
southwest of the SR 101/Fowler Lane intersection, replacing rural grazing 
lands and farm buildings with an interchange and several one- and two-lane 
roads or ramps dissecting the landscape at different angles.    

2.1.5.4  Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures 

Overall, the proposed SR 101/36 interchange has the potential for creating minor 
impacts to the visual quality within the project limits.  The following measures are 
proposed to reduce the potential for visual impacts: 

At Viewshed 2 – To offset the potential for headlight glare impacts from passing 
motorists to neighboring residences, planting of heavy conifer vegetation within the 
eastern half of the interchange is proposed. 

At Viewshed 3 – Planting of erosion control mix including native dry or wetland 
grass species is proposed where appropriate.  A heavy conifer planting is proposed 
adjacent to the northbound on-ramp to minimize visual impacts to the backyards of 
residences on Main Street.   

At Viewshed 4 – The abandoned driveways and road accesses would be regraded to 
existing contours and revegetated with native grasses. 
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At Viewshed 5 –  Two triangular sections of land located between SR 101 and the 
northbound on-ramp/off-ramp would be revegetated.  The final species selection and 
location of planting sites will be determined by Caltrans biologists, landscape 
architects, and applicable regulatory agencies.  

At Viewshed 6 –  Planting of shrubs and trees adjacent to SR 36 is proposed. 

 

2.1.6 Cultural Resources 
 

2.1.6.1  Regulatory Setting 
 

“Cultural resources” as used in this document refers to historic and archaeological 
resources.  The primary federal laws dealing with historic and archaeological 
resources include: 

The National Historic Preservation Act, as amended, (NHPA) sets forth national 
policy and procedures regarding "historic properties" -- that is, districts, sites, 
buildings, structures and objects included in or eligible for the National Register of 
Historic Places. Section 106 of NHPA requires federal agencies to consider the 
effects of their undertakings  on such properties, following regulations issued by the 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (36 CFR 800). 

Under California law, cultural resources are protected by the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) as well as Public Resources Code Section 
5024.1, which established the California Register of Historic Places. Section 5024.5 
requires state agencies to provide notice to, and to confer with the State Historic 
Preservation Officer (SHPO) before altering, transferring, relocating, or demolishing 
state-owned historic resources. 

 

2.1.6.2  Affected Environment 

Caltrans prepared a Historic Architectural Survey Report for the 25 properties in the 
project area, and none were found eligible for inclusion in the National Register of 



Chapter 2 Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences, and Mitigation Measures 

40 Alton Interchange Initial Study/Environmental Assessment 

Historic Places.  Caltrans staff surveyed within the project limits for prehistoric 
resources and none were found. 

Alton is a community site at the intersection of the main north-south highway 
corridor, SR 101, with a lesser-traveled east-west highway corridor, SR 36.  Farms 
around Alton were settled in the early 1850s.  The town reached its peak when the 
railroad lines were in place in the mid-1880’s.  Gold mining in the hills nearby may 
have originally attracted people to the Alton area.  During the early years there was a 
general store, weekly newspaper, a Congregational church, livery stable, candy store, 
school, blacksmith shop and a hotel.  In the 1880’s the name of Alton was applied to 
the post office and to the station of the Eel River and Eureka Railroad.  The post 
office was established on July 22, 1889, and discontinued on April 9, 1965.  Alton 
was also called Junction.  As mining dwindled, the timber land, logging opportunities 
and productive agricultural soils became a more stable employment source and 
enabled the population to remain. 

2.1.6.3  Impacts 

There are no known cultural or historic resources within the project vicinity.  
Therefore, the proposed project would not impact cultural or historic resources.   

2.1.6.4  Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures 

If buried cultural remains are encountered during construction, Caltrans Cultural 
Resources Policy requires that work in the area be terminated until a qualified 
archaeologist can determine the significance of the find. 

2.1.7 Recreational Facilities 
 

2.1.7.1  Affected Environment 

No improved park or designated recreational facilities exist within the project limits.  
The top of the flood control levee, as part of Sandy Prairie Road, is used incidentally 
by pedestrians to gain access to the banks of the Eel River for fishing. Although no 
formal parking, trailhead or trail exists, informal parking and pedestrian use occurs.  
At the southwestern project limits, a gravel road connects to SR 101 just north of the 
southbound Van Duzen River bridge.  This gravel road is part of the highway right of 
way and is utilized by the commercial gravel operation and by recreational users 



Chapter 2 Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences, and Mitigation Measures 

Alton Interchange Initial Study/Environmental Assessment 41 

(hikers, equestrians, and fishermen) to access the Van Duzen River between the SR 
101 bridge and the confluence with the Eel River. 

2.1.7.2  Impacts 

The access road utilized by the southerly gravel processing plant (Leland Rock’s site) 
is also utilized by recreational users of the lower Van Duzen River.  Recreational uses 
include fishing, and to a lesser extent, boating, hiking, horseback riding and 
birdwatching.  The closure of this southern direct access road would change the 
accessibility for recreational users, similar to the change for the commercial (gravel 
operator’s) users of the site.  Recreational users will be able to utilize the proposed 
local road extension for access to the site and would continue to park outside of the 
gravel processing area. Pedestrian access to the Van Duzen River would still be 
available after construction of the project.  

Closure of the Drake Hill Road access to SR 101 would require users of this fishing 
access to approach the levee from the south via the Sandy Prairie Road local road 
extension, rather than due west from SR 101 on Drake Hill Road. 

2.2 Physical Environment 

2.2.1 Hydrology, Water Quality, Stormwater Runoff 

2.2.1.1  Regulatory Settings 

Executive Order 11988 (Floodplain Management) directs all federal agencies to 
refrain from conducting, supporting, or allowing actions in floodplains unless it is the 
only practicable alternative. The Federal Highway Administration requirements for 
compliance are outlined in 23 CFR 650 Subpart A.  

In order to comply, the following must be analyzed:   

The practicability of alternatives to any longitudinal encroachments 

Risks of the action  

Impacts on natural and beneficial floodplain values  

Support of incompatible floodplain development 
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Measures to minimize floodplain impacts and to preserve/restore any beneficial 
floodplain values impacted by the project.    

 
The 100-year floodplain is defined as “the area subject to flooding by the flood or tide 
having a one percent chance of being exceeded in any given year.” An encroachment 
is defined as “an action within the limits of the 100-year floodplain.” 

2.2.1.2  Affected Environment 

The project is located within the outer fringe limits of the 100-year floodplain of the 
Eel River. The Sandy Prairie area and a narrow corridor on the east side of U.S. 101 
between Kenmar Road and Alton are within the Eel River flood plain, protected by a 
flood levee constructed by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers that extends 
northwesterly from the Van Duzen River overflow bridge and then angles northwest 
and runs parallel to the banks of the Eel River.  The confluence of the Van Duzen 
River into the Eel River is approximately 1 km (0.6 mi) southwest of the proposed 
interchange.  Onsite topography is characterized by nearly flat land with localized 
depressions.  

There are 13 culverts within the project limits, all but three of which would be 
replaced and upgraded from their present size of 450-millimeter (mm) (18 inch (in.)) 
to the current standard of 600-mm (24 in.). Two are proposed to remain unchanged.  
One is proposed to increase from its current size of 750-mm (30 in.) to a 900-mm (36 
in.).  

The 1998 Federal 303(d) Water Body List shows the following pollutants of concern 
for the Eel River Delta:  temperature and sedimentation/siltation.  The Van Duzen 
River has a pollutant of concern of sedimentation/siltation.  The TMDL (Total 
Maximum Daily Load) Priority Schedule lists the above concerns as low priorities.  
The major sources of the above pollutants are nonpoint, from silviculture and 
rangeland activities.  

2.2.1.3  Impacts 

A floodplain evaluation report, which models the potential for floodplain impacts 
from the proposed highway improvements concluded that the proposed construction 
would result in no change to water surface elevations. 

Areas bounded by proposed ramps are to be utilized as biofiltration strips and 
replacement wetlands in order to offset nominal increased peak flows resulting from 
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an increase in paved surface area.  Roadway drainage from the ramps and 
overcrossing would be captured by inlets and routed through storm drains to the 
basins.  Drainage from the SR 101 roadway within the interchange would be allowed 
to travel over existing fill slopes into the basins.  The basins’ volumes would be 
determined to provide storage for the accumulated runoff from the 1 year, 24-hour 
design storm event.  Runoff in excess of this capacity would independently outfall 
through culverts into the offsite drainage channel.  

There may be a minor increase in the velocity of offsite flow which runs along the 
south side of SR 36 and crosses SR 101.  A 900 mm (36 in.) to 1200 mm (48 in.) 
reinforced concrete pipe (RCP) trunkline would replace the existing drainage system 
which consists of a series of heavily vegetated channels (ditches) and 750 mm (30 in.) 
RCP.  A minor amount of roadway runoff near the existing acceleration/deceleration 
lanes and at-grade connection of SR 36 to SR 101 outlets into the channel system.  A 
small amount of runoff from the new pavement on the east and west ends of the 
proposed overcrossing may be routed to the new trunkline, but the increase in 
downstream flow is expected to be minimal.   

Roadway runoff from the new ramps, SR 36 overcrossing and some of the local road 
extension would be confined along dikes and intercepted by drainage inlets wherever 
possible, in order to prevent erosion of the proposed fill slopes.  The inlets above 
would connect individually to overside drains or in combination to storm drain 
systems, the outlets for each to have flared end sections and rock energy dissipaters.   

During construction, the upper 0.3 m (1 ft) of native topsoils within the footprints of 
the cut/fill prism for the proposed Van Duzen River Access local road extension and 
the fill prisms for the proposed southbound ramps would be scraped and stockpiled 
on site.  Temporary erosion control would be applied on any native topsoil stockpiles 
remaining between construction seasons.  The topsoil, in turn, would be replaced onto 
the finished cut or fill slopes with temporary or permanent erosion control 
applications to protect against winter rains. 

No slope paving is proposed.  Clearing and grubbing would occur within the project 
impact limits consistent with standard specifications for the three build alternatives. 

The median would be paved and crowned. The median barriers would have scupper 
openings to allow drainage. Existing culverts within the proposed interchange and 
overcrossing footprint would be abandoned.  Median drains not in super elevated 
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portions of SR 101 would be abandoned.  Other culverts crossing SR 101 within the 
project limits would be replaced with larger diameter pipes. 

There would be no direct discharge of either onsite or offsite flows into 303(d) listed 
water bodies (i.e. the Eel River Delta and the Van Duzen River).  

Creation of wetland replacement areas would be a requirement of the project and the 
on-site mitigation design would reduce the cost of purchasing off-site mitigation 
areas. Wetlands are considered to provide water quality treatment benefits at least 
equal to detention basins. Stormwater treatment would also be accomplished by 
maximizing biofiltration; pollutant capture would occur by directing roadway runoff 
over grassy areas and ditches that are gently sloped prior to the water entering the 
basin areas with the wetlands. Drainage from the SR 101 roadway within the 
interchange would be allowed to travel over existing fill slopes into the basins, due to 
the flat grade of SR 101.   

Roadway drainage from the following areas cannot be routed to the ramp basins due 
to the level topography:  the proposed local road extension to Hansen’s Truck Stop, 
the gore areas and tapers of the proposed ramps north of SR 36, and SR 101 north of 
SR 36.  Roadway drainage from these areas would be stored in additional biofiltration 
strips and swales, which are to be contour graded within existing State right of way 
along SR 101. 

Biofiltration areas would be installed between the proposed ramps and local road 
extensions and the proposed right of way line, wherever runoff cannot be routed to 
the biofiltration strips and replacement wetlands.  The area between the Van Duzen 
River access local road extension and SR 101 would also have biofiltration areas.   

2.2.1.4  Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures 

Both permanent and temporary storm water Best Management Practices (BMPs) will 
be employed to ensure compliance with water quality standards and to minimize 
potential for impacts.  Permanent BMPs include wetland basins, biofiltration strips, 
dikes, flared end sections, rock energy dissipaters, highway planting and erosion 
control blankets.  Temporary BMPs would be identified during the design phase of 
this project, and may include erosion control blankets, silt fences, concrete cleanouts, 
and straw bales.   

The project would comply with all applicable water quality standards. The following 
measures would be implemented: 
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• Temporary construction impacts would be minimized and avoided by employing 
Best Management Practices (BMPs) during construction. 

• Permanent erosion control measures would consist of seeding and mulching of all 
disturbed soil areas that would not be covered by paving. 

• The contractor would be required to comply with water pollution protection 
provisions of Section 7-1.01G of the Caltrans Standard Specifications, as well as all 
conditions contained in the Department of Fish and Game Section 1602 Agreement. 

• The contractor's Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) must include 
Best Management Practices (BMPs) to address storm water impacts from 
construction debris and heavy equipment disturbance. Standard Specifications TC-1, 
"Stabilized Construction Entrance/Exit" and possibly TC-3, "Entrance/Outlet Tire 
Wash" and SC-7, "Street Sweeping and Vacuuming" as Project-Specific Minimum 
Requirements in SSP 07-345 will direct the contractor to include these specific 
BMPs in the SWPPP. 

2.2.2 Geology 

2.2.2.1  Affected Environment 

The project site is located in the lower reaches of the Eel River and Van Duzen River 
basins, near the confluence of the two rivers.  The rivers meander over relatively flat 
terrain consisting of unconsolidated alluvial fill.  The geologic units found in the 
project vicinity are: 1) recent alluvial deposits, consisting of unconsolidated deposits 
of boulders, cobbles, gravel, sand, silt, and clay being deposited in river and stream 
channel;  and, 2) terrace deposits, consisting of  unconsolidated gravel, sand, silt and 
clay sited on flat sandstone bedrock. One fault is located within 3.2 km (2 mi) of the 
project site--the Goose Lake Fault, determined by the California Division of Mines 
and Geology (CDMG) to be seismically active.  The CDMG study notes that the 
Goose Lake Fault is not well defined west of Wolverton Gulch Area (approximately 
2.6 km (1.6 mi) east of the intersection of SRs 36 and 101).  

Additional faults in the region include the Little Salmon fault and Cascadia 
Subduction Zone.  The Little Salmon fault appears to be the most active fault in the 
Humboldt Bay region, and has a maximum credible earthquake of 7.5 on the Richter 
scale.  The surface trace of the Little Salmon fault is greater than 3.2 km (2 mi) from 
the project site.  Paleoseismic studies of the Little Salmon fault indicate that 
earthquakes have occurred on the Little Salmon fault about 300, 800, and 1,600 years 
ago. The Cascadia Subduction Zone represents the most significant potential 
earthquake source in the north coast region.  A great subduction event may rupture 
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along 200 km (124 mi) or more of the coast from Cape Mendocino to British 
Columbia, and may be up to magnitude 9.5.  The most recent Cascadia event 
occurred 300 years ago. 

2.2.2.2  Impacts 

The proposed project would not destroy, cover, or modify any unique geologic or 
physical features. The proposed project would include placing fill to support the 
ramps and the SR 36 overcrossing over SR 101.  The underlying topography would 
not change appreciably.  

The proposed project would not expose the people or property to geologic or seismic 
hazards.  No known geologic hazards or unique geologic formations occur on-site.  
The project is not located within any mapped fault rupture hazard area according to 
Alquist-Priolo Fault Hazard mapping.  The proposed SR 36 overcrossing of SR 101 
and the overflow bridge for the local road extension on the west side of SR 101 would 
comply with structure design standards for seismic safety.   

2.2.3 Hazardous Waste/Materials 
 

2.2.3.1  Regulatory Settings 
Hazardous materials and hazardous wastes are regulated by many state and federal 
laws.  These include not only specific statutes governing hazardous waste, but also a 
variety of laws regulating air and water quality, human health and land use.   

The primary federal laws regulating hazardous wastes/materials are the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 (RCRA) and the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA).   The 
purpose of CERCLA, often referred to as Superfund, is to clean up contaminated sites 
so that public health and welfare are not compromised.  RCRA provides for “cradle to 
grave” regulation of hazardous wastes. Other federal laws include: 

Community Environmental Response Facilitation Act (CERFA) of 1992 

Clean Water Act 

Clean Air Act 

Safe Drinking Water Act 
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Occupational Safety & Health Act (OSHA) 

Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA) 

In addition to the acts listed above, Executive Order 12088, Federal Compliance with 
Pollution Control, mandates that necessary actions be taken to prevent and control 
environmental pollution when federal activities or federal facilities are involved. 

Hazardous waste in California is regulated primarily under the authority of the federal 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976, and the California Health and 
Safety Code. Other California laws that affect hazardous waste are specific to 
handling, storage, transportation, disposal, treatment, reduction, cleanup and 
emergency planning. 

Worker health and safety and public safety are key issues when dealing with 
hazardous materials that may affect human health and the environment.  Proper 
disposal of hazardous material is vital if it is disturbed during project construction. 

2.2.3.2  Affected Environment 

Caltrans conducted a Preliminary Site Investigation (PSI) in January 2001. The 
purpose of the PSI was to determine the presence or absence of contaminated soil in 
parcels to be acquired for this project.  Two ownerships were investigated – the 
Hansen properties, site of the Hansen Truck Stop and Wire Rope facility located 
northwest of the existing highway intersection, and the Baird property, located at the 
southeastern corner of the existing highway intersection.  Current commercial 
activities on the properties include a truck stop/service station, café, scrap metal 
processing and wire rope manufacturing on the Hansen property, and a redwood burl 
shop on the Baird property.  The PSI found shallow soils on the Hansen properties 
were impacted by petroleum hydrocarbons and to a limited extent semi volatile 
compounds, metals, and dioxin. 

The California Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) directed Mr. 
Charles Hansen, owner of the Hansen parcels, to determine the vertical and lateral 
limits of soil contamination found to be present during the PSI conducted in 2001 by 
Caltrans.  The finding of the 2001 investigation was that contaminated soils, 
containing diesel and motor oil petroleum hydrocarbons, exist within the Hansen 
parcels adjacent to the fuel island dispenser and within the equipment maintenance 
areas at the eastern edge of the property where Right of Way is proposed for 
acquisition.  These areas are shown in Figure 9. 
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Under direction of the RWQCB, Mr. Hansen secured the services of a consultant, the 
Geoservice Group (TGG), who conducted two additional invetigations at the site.  
The first one, detailed in an April 2003 report, referred to as “Additional Site 
Investigation,” advanced numerous borings to delineate the horizontal and vertical 
limits of soil impacts and collected grab groundwater samples.  The consultant then 
completed a “Supplemental Site Investigation” and produced a report dated October 
2003 that addressed specific issues and procedures not adequately covered in its 
previous investigation.  This last investigation, which focused on groundwater 
conditions, included the installation of three groundwater monitoring wells that 
allowed future monitoring of the site to be conducted.  These two additional 
investigations revealed that groundwater is very locally impacted with petroleum 
hydrocarbons (diesel, benzene and toluene), Semivolatile Organic Compounds 
(SVOCs), and dioxin.  Domestic wells on the Hansen and adjacent properties were 
sampled and results reported in a July 30, 2002 Water Well Sampling Report. 

A rough estimate of the amount of petroleum hydrocarbon impacted soil that exceeds 
a threshold of 100 mg/kg was developed for the proposed acquisition area for the 
Hansen parcels.  This estimate of 1,850 m3 (2,420 y3) represents a likely worst case 
for the amount of soil that may need to be removed prior to construction.  Much of 
this material may be allowed by the RWQCB to be left in place if it is shown that it is 
not a threat to groundwater.  Regulations require that soils containing hydrocarbons 
with concentrations greater than 100 milligrams/kilogram must be remediated.   

Other detected contaminants within the Hansen parcels, including Fuel Oxygenate 
Compounds (FOCs), Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs), Semivolatile Organic 
Compounds (SVOCs), and Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs), are considered to be 
ancillary and/or insignificant based on levels detected and respective EPA 
Preliminary Cleanup Goals. 

The presence of Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons (TPH) and trace (parts per billion) 
dioxin compounds within the soils may require disposal of the impacted soil to a 
licensed disposal facility.  Additional soil characterization sampling and analyses may 
be required prior to acceptance by the selected disposal/treatment facility. 

Contaminated soils were not detected within the Baird parcel and, therefore, 
additional investigation at that location does not appear to be necessary at this time. 
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2.2.3.3  Impacts 

Mitigation measures by Caltrans are not required as long as cleanup of the impacted 
soils occurs prior to acquisition of the affected parcels or the RWQCB determines 
that the impacted soils do not constitute a threat to groundwater.  Although it is the 
intent of Caltrans to acquire the property after the impacted soils have been cleaned 
up, it may be necessary to acquire contaminated property prior to completion of 
clean-up activities.  The total cost of clean-up is the responsibility of the property 
owner.  The preliminary estimate for clean-up is currently $280,000.  If it becomes 
necessary to acquire any portion of the contaminated property prior to completion of 
clean-up activities, the State’s offer for such property will reflect a deduction for any 
anticipated required clean-up work and cost.  

If cleanup follows acquisition, the removal and disposal of the contaminated materials 
would occur in accordance with all applicable local, state and federal laws and 
regulations concerning hazardous substances removal and remediation, including, but 
not limited to the design and construction features described below. 

Design and Construction Features:  Should the site abatement occur after acquisition 
of contaminated parcels, Caltrans’ contractor would provide a Health Safety and 
Work Plan (HSWP) for review and approval by Caltrans.  This Plan describes how 
the contractor would address the legal requirements that are part of the contract, 
including provisions for training of State personnel and employees working on the 
project, safe excavation and stockpiling of soils, sampling and laboratory testing of 
soils to determine types and concentrations of contaminants, monitoring and sampling 
of air quality during excavation or demolition activities, and transportation and 
disposal of contaminated or hazardous materials.  

The HSWP would include a plot plan indicating exclusion zones, contaminant 
reduction, and clear zones, an air monitoring plan, spill plan, site clean up procedures, 
and physical barrier requirements in accordance with California Code of Regulations 
(CCR), Title 8, and would be approved and signed by a Certified Industrial Hygienist 
registered within the State of California and by a Civil Engineer registered within the 
State of California. 

The decontamination area would be located outside of the exclusion zone.  Water 
from decontamination procedures would be collected and disposed of at an 
appropriate disposal site by the contractor.  Non-reusable protective equipment, once 
used by any personnel, including State personnel, would be collected and disposed of 
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at an appropriate disposal site by the contractor.  Temporary 1.8-m (6 ft.) chain link 
security fence would be installed to surround and secure the exclusion zone. 

Excavated soils that might be contaminated would be loaded directly into trucks and 
hauled to temporary stockpiles at the contractor’s staging and work area for sampling 
and lab testing, to quantify the concentration of hazardous contamination.  Any 
excavated soils found to be contaminated would be stockpiled for up to 90, 180, or 
270 days, the period depending on the quantity of excavated soil that is classified as 
contaminated or hazardous, and depending on the distance to the class of disposal site 
appropriate to any concentration of contaminants indicated by lab results, as provided 
in Title 20, CCR, Sn. 66262.34.  

The probable closest Class II disposal facility for soils contaminated above State 
[Soluble Threshold Limit Concentration (STLC)] levels is approximately 467 km 
(290 mi) south of the project location: 

Altamont Landfill—Waste Management, Inc. 
10840 Altamont Pass Rd. 

Livermore, CA  94550 

The HSWP would include provisions for containerizing and testing all groundwater 
generated from construction activities prior to proper disposal. 

Transportation of contaminated material to disposal sites would be by tractor/trailer 
using appropriate measures for dust control, under hazardous waste manifest with 
identification number.  No impacts on transportation systems are expected from the 
removal and remediation of the limited quantity of contaminated soil that might be 
excavated for this project. 

All notification requirements (and other applicable requirements) of the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency’s National Emission Standards of Hazardous Air 
Pollutants (NESHAP) 40 CFR Part 61, Subpart M and/or the North Coast Unified Air 
Quality Management District would be followed.   

2.2.3.4  Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures 

If remediation of contaminated soils occurs prior to acquisition by the State, there 
would be no need for further mitigation measures.  If remediation does not occur 
prior to acquisition, incorporation of design and construction features listed above 
would result in no additional mitigation measures being needed. 
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2.2.4 Air Quality 
 

2.2.4.1  Regulatory Settings 
The Clean Air Act as amended in 1990 is the federal law that governs air quality. Its 
counterpart in California is the California Clean Air Act of 1988. These laws set 
standards for the quantity of pollutants that can be in the air. At the federal level, 
these standards are called National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). 
Standards have been established for carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), 
ozone (O3) and particulate matter that is 10 microns in diameter or smaller (PM10).   

Under the 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments, the U.S. Department of Transportation 
cannot fund, authorize, or approve Federal actions to support programs or projects 
that are not first found to conform to the Clean Air Act requirements. Conformity 
with the Clean Air Act takes place on two levels—first, at the regional level and 
second, at the project level. The proposed project must conform at both levels to be 
approved. 

Regional level conformity is concerned with how well the region is meeting the 
standards set for the pollutants listed above. At the regional level, Regional 
Transportation Plans (RTP) are developed that include all of the transportation 
projects planned for a region over a period of years, usually 20. If the air basin is in a 
state of non-attainment, then an air quality model is run to determine whether or not 
the implementation of projects identified in the RTP would result in a violation of the 
Clean Air Act. If no violations would occur, then the regional planning organization, 
such as the Humboldt County Association of Governments (HCAOG) for Humboldt 
County and the appropriate federal agencies, such as the Federal Highway 
Administration, make the determination that the RTP is in conformity with the Clean 
Air Act.  Because the North Coast Unified Air Quality Management District 
(NCUAQMD) is in attainment, no air quality modeling is required  

Conformity at the project-level is also required. Again the pollutants of concern are: 
carbon monoxide (CO), nitrous dioxide (NO2), ozone (O3) and particulate matter that 
is 10 microns in diameter or smaller (PM10). If a region is meeting the standard for a 
given pollutant, then the region is said to be in “attainment” for that pollutant. If the 
region is not meeting the standard, then it is designated a  “non-attainment” area for 
that pollutant. Areas that were previously designated as non-attainment areas but have 
recently met the standard are called “maintenance” areas. If a project is located in a 
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non-attainment or maintenance area for a given pollutant, then additional air quality 
analysis and reduction measures in regard to that pollutant is required. This is most 
frequently done for CO and PM10 

2.2.4.2  Affected Environment 

The climate of the lower Eel River and Van Duzen River is characterized as 
Mediterranean with subregional variations. The general area receives heavy annual 
rainfall 102-127 centimeters (40-50 in.) concentrated in the winter months, with cool 
typically non-rainy summers with seasonal heavy fog. The annual rainfall increases 
with higher elevations. The project is located in the coastal fog belt, a climate 
conducive to coastal redwood growth.  This fog belt extends eastward to Hydesville, 
approximately 6.4 km (4 mi) east.  Moderate and uniform temperatures prevail.  
Average annual temperatures are in the range of 100 to 12.70 Centigrade (500  to 550 

Fahrenheit).   

The Federal Clean Air Act requires the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
to identify National Ambient Air Quality Standards.  National standards have been 
established by the U.S. EPA for the following pollutants, which together form the 
criteria air pollutants:  ozone (O3), carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), 
sulfur dioxide (SO2), suspended particulate matter (PM-10 and PM-2.5), and lead 
(Pb).  Pursuant to the California Clean Air Act of 1988, California has adopted 
stricter ambient air quality standards (relative to federal standards) for the criteria air 
pollutants, particularly ozone and PM-10 (particulate matter, less than 10 microns in 
diameter).  

Pursuant to the California Clean Air Act and amendments to the Federal Clean Air 
Act, U.S. EPA and the State Air Resources Board are required to classify Air Basins 
as either “attainment” or “nonattainment” for each criterion air pollutant, based on 
whether or not the national and state standards have been met. Humboldt County is 
included in the North Coast Air Basin along with Del Norte and Trinity Counties. 
These counties operate as a unified special district, or the North Coast Unified Air 
Quality Management District (NCUAQMD), formed in 1982, that manages air 
resources in this mountainous, predominantly rural region.  

Most major air pollutants in Humboldt County, especially for mobile sources, are 
well below what the state considers harmful. Sources of ozone precursor emissions 
are low enough that ozone smog does not rise to significant levels, even during 
periods of minimal air movement. The entirety of the North Coast Air Basin has been 
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designated as attainment for all criteria pollutants (ozone, carbon monoxide, nitrogen 
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, and lead).  Humboldt County, like most of the state of 
California, is in nonattainment for the state mandated PM-10 standards. The PM-10 
pollutants are particulates that are typically associated with ash from slash burning, 
wood stoves and other similar sources and not attributed to vehicle tailpipe exhaust. 

2.2.4.3  Impacts 

There are no current violations of the air quality standards in the area substantially 
affected by the project, nor are any violations expected as a result of the project.  The 
proposed project will not conflict with applicable air quality plans.  Temporary 
impacts to air quality from construction activities will be minimized with dust 
suppression measures. Cleanup of the contaminated sites will be done in accordance 
with air quality protection provisions, whether the cleanup occurs prior to acquisition 
of the property or subsequent to acquisition. 

2.2.4.4  Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures 

Air pollutants during construction are regulated in accordance with Section 7-
1.01F (Air Pollution Control) and Section 10.1 (Dust Control) of the current Caltrans 
Standard Specifications.  

2.2.5 Noise 
 

2.2.5.1  Regulatory Setting 

Federal guidelines for assessing traffic noise are contained in Title 23 of the Code of 
Federal Regulations, Part 772 (23 CFR Part 772) and “Procedures for Abatement of 
Highway Traffic Noise and Construction”.  The federal code categorizes different 
activities and land uses for purposes of assessing noise impacts.  Table 5 shows the 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) noise abatement criteria applicable to this 
project. The criteria are based on the noisiest hour average (peak hour) noise level in 
a 24-hour period.  The noise abatement criteria for outdoor noise exposure are 
typically applied in the primary outdoor use area for a parcel.  The Federal guidelines 
define traffic noise impacts as “impacts which occur when the predicted traffic noise 
levels approach or exceed the noise abatement criteria, or when the predicted traffic 
noise levels substantially exceed the existing noise levels.” Caltrans adopted the 
Federal noise abatement criteria. Caltrans is required to identify any receptor that has 
either a substantial noise increase or approaches or exceeds the FHWA’s Noise 
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Abatement Criteria (NAC).  Once an impact has been identified, Caltrans evaluates 
the feasibility and reasonableness of constructing any mitigation.   

Feasibility is defined as an engineering consideration.  A minimum of 5-dBA-noise 
reduction must be achieved at the impacted receptors in order for the proposed noise 
abatement measure to be considered feasible.  Feasibility may be restricted by: (1) 
topography; (2) access requirements for driveways, ramps, etc.; (3) the presence of 
local cross streets, (4) other noise sources in the area, and (5) safety considerations.  

The determination of reasonableness of noise abatement is more subjective than the 
determination of its feasibility. The overall reasonableness of noise abatement is 
determined by considering many factors including:  cost of the abatement; absolute 
noise levels; change in noise levels; noise abatement benefits; date of development 
along the highway; life cycle of abatement measures (typically, it is not considered 
reasonable to construct a wall where planned future use would limit its useful life to 
less than 15 years); environmental impacts of abatement construction; views 
(opinions) of impacted residents;  input from the public and local agencies; social, 
economic, environmental, legal, and technological factors. 

2.2.5.2  Affected Environment 

Existing noise levels for seven sensitive receptor locations range between 60 dBA and 
68 dBA.  

2.2.5.3  Impacts 

Sensitive receptors would experience temporary noise effects during construction of  
the project.  Noise from construction equipment would occur with varying intensities 
during seven basic phases of construction:  mobilization, clearing and grubbing, earth 
work, foundations, base preparation, paving, and clean-up.  No single location would 
experience a long-term period of construction noise. The impact of noise emitted by 
construction equipment is compared to the average construction noise levels with 
existing ambient levels, which range from 60 to 67 dBA.  Hourly average 
construction noise levels would range from 84 to 88 dBA 15 meters (50 ft) from the 
center of construction activities and attenuate at the rate of about 6 dBA with each 
doubling of distance beyond 15 m (50 ft).  

Table 4 - Construction Equipment Noise Ranges 

  Type        Average Noise 
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  Equipment      Level  (dBA) 
 

Pile Drivers 100 at 15 meters (49 feet) 
Vibratory Pile Driver 87 at 15 meters (49 feet) 
Concrete Truck 82 at 15 meters (49 feet) 
Dump Trucks 80 at 15 meters (49 feet) 
Front Loaders 80 at 15 meters (49 feet) 
Backhoes 79 at 15 meters (49 feet) 
Excavator 76 at 15 meters (49 feet) 
Dozer 71 at 15 meters (49 feet) 
Compressors 74 at 15 meters (49 feet) 
Cranes 70 at 15 meters (49 feet) 
Pumps  70 at 15 meters (49 feet) 

Sources: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Noise Control, July 1981 
 
The project would not cause a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels.  
Generally, a difference of less than 3 decibels (dB) is not perceptible to human 
hearing. Based upon roadway geometrics of the proposed project and the future 
traffic, volumes, future traffic noise levels were calculated to compare with and 
without the proposed project.  The project does not increase the highway capacity 
(does not add lanes) and the traffic volumes are not expected to increase as a result of 
the project on SR 101 and SR 36.  To determine noise impacts associated with and 
without the project, the Sound-32 traffic noise model was used.  Table 5, Modeled 
Noise Levels, shows the results of the traffic noise modeling for the year 2025.   

Under the No Build alternative, there would be no changes in the existing roadway.  
Noise levels would be slightly higher in 2025 than existing due to projected traffic 
increases from non-project related growth.  The existing and future noise levels in the 
table indicate there are three residences (sensitive noise receptors) that approach the 
Federal NAC under the No Build alternative.  

Under the build alternatives, the noise levels would remain essentially the same as 
with the no build, since the project is not a capacity increasing one and the project 
does not move the mainline facility appreciably closer to any sensitive receptors.  The 
increases in noise levels are modeled to be no different for the build alternatives than 
for the no build alternative. Typically adding a ramp would not cause an increase in 
the existing noise levels.  Because there is no difference in noise levels between the 
build and no build alternatives, noise mitigation is not required.  Nevertheless, the 
analysis for noise abatement with a soundwall was considered and was determined to 
be unreasonable for the project due to the cost.   
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Table 5 - Modeled Noise Levels 

2025 
Alternate 1 

2025 
Alternate 2 

2025 
Alternate 3 

Recept
or ID 
** 

Existing 
Noise 
Level 

2025 
No Build 

dBA    dBA   dBA  Increase dBA   Increase 

Meets  
NAC 

Criteria* 

R-1 66 68 68 2 68 2 68 2 Yes 
R-2 66 68 68 2 68 2 68 2 Yes 
R-3 60 62 63 3 63 3 63 3 No 
R-4 58 60 60 2 60 2 60 2 No 
R-5 61 63 63 2 63 2 63 2 No 
R-6 65 66 67 2 67 2 67 2 Yes 
R-7 62 63 64 2 64 2 64 2 No 

* Criteria is based on Title 23 Code of Federal Regulations Part 772- Mitigation to be 
considered when predicted noise levels approach or exceed the NAC.   The NAC for 
residential areas is Leq 67 dBA. 
** See Exhibit 4 for location of receptors. 

Noise abatement is only considered when noise impacts are predicted and when 
frequent human use occurs and a lowered noise level would be of benefit.  There are 
two general locations consisting of seven sensitive noise receptors where the noise 
levels approach the NAC and mitigation measures were analyzed.  The first area 
(soundwall 1) is located in the southeast quadrant of the proposed interchange.  The 
second area (soundwall 2) is located in the northeast quadrant of the proposed 
interchange.   

Soundwall 1: Construction of a 3.35m (11 ft) high sound wall and 190m (623 ft) in 
length would mitigate noise levels to below the NAC.  A sound wall at this location is 
technically feasible.  To meet the reasonableness criteria, the soundwall cost should 
not exceed $30,000 per benefited residence.  A total of five residences would benefit 
from a sound wall at this location; therefore the total sound wall cost should not 
exceed $150,000.  Since the actual estimated cost of the sound wall would be 
approximately $250,000, the reasonableness criteria would not be met. 

Soundwall 2:  Construction of a 3.35m (11 ft) high and 200m (656 ft) long sound wall 
would mitigate noise levels to below the NAC.  Based on the reasonableness criteria, 
$30,000 could be spent per benefited residence.  Two residences would benefit from a 
sound wall at this location..  The actual estimated cost of this sound wall would be 
$196,000, far exceeding the allowable cost of $60,000.  Therefore, the reasonableness 
criteria would not be met. 
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Neither of the sound walls would be considered reasonable according to Section 2.8 
of the Caltrans Noise Analysis Protocol and their construction is not warranted.  

2.2.5.4  Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures 

Construction noise from the contractors equipment is unavoidable. However, this is a 
temporary noise source regulated by the Caltrans Standard Specifications, Section 7-
1.01.I, which is included as part of the contract and requires the contractor to comply 
with all local sound control and noise level rules, regulations, and ordinances.  No 
further noise abatement is required for this project. 

2.3   Biological Environment 

The project site is located within the historical seasonal floodplains of the Van Duzen 
and Eel Rivers.  Riparian forests exist adjacent to the two rivers, located near the 
project limits.  Human modification of native vegetation, hydrology, and soils is 
evident throughout the project area, primarily as a result of diking the river flood 
waters an    d the replacement of native vegetation and landscape features with graded 
agricultural fields, commercial and residential facilities, and roadways.  

2.3.1 Wetlands 
 

2.3.1.1  Regulatory Settings 

Wetlands and other waters are protected under a number of laws and regulations. At 
the federal level, the Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. 1344) is the primary law regulating 
wetlands and waters. The Clean Water Act regulates the discharge of dredged or fill 
material into waters of the United States, including wetlands. Waters of the United 
States include navigable waters, interstate waters, territorial seas and other waters that 
may be used in interstate or foreign commerce. To classify wetlands for the purposes 
of the Clean Water Act, a three-parameter approach is used that includes the presence 
of hydrophytic (water-loving) vegetation, wetland hydrology, and hydric soils (soils 
subject to saturation/inundation). All three parameters must be present, under normal 
circumstances, for an area to be designated as a jurisdictional wetland under the Clean 
Water Act. 

The Executive Order for the Protection of Wetlands (E.O. 11990) also regulates the 
activities of federal agencies with regard to wetlands. Essentially, this executive order 
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states that a federal agency, such as the Federal Highway Administration, cannot 
undertake or provide assistance for new construction located in wetlands unless the 
head of the agency finds: 1) that there is no practicable alternative to the construction 
and 2) the proposed project includes all practicable measures to minimize harm. 

Section 404 of the Clean Water Act establishes a regulatory program that provides 
that no discharge of dredged or fill material can be permitted if a practicable 
alternative exists that is less damaging to the aquatic environment or if the nation’s 
waters would be significantly degraded. The Section 404 permit program is run by the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) with oversight by the Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA). 

At the state level, wetlands and waters are regulated primarily by the Department of 
Fish and Game (CDFG) and the Regional Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCB). 
In certain circumstances, such as the subject project, the California Coastal 
Commission is involved. Sections 1600-1607 of the Fish and Game Code require any 
agency that proposes a project that will substantially divert or obstruct the natural 
flow of or substantially change the bed or bank of a river, stream, or lake to notify 
CDFG before beginning construction. If DFG determines that the project may 
substantially and adversely affect fish or wildlife resources, a Lake or Streambed 
Alteration Agreement will be required. CDFG jurisdictional limits are usually defined 
by the tops of the stream or lake banks, or the outer edge of riparian vegetation, 
whichever is wider. Wetlands under jurisdiction of the ACOE may or may not be 
included in the area covered by a Streambed Alteration Agreement obtained from the 
CDFG.  

The Regional Water Quality Control Boards were established under the Porter-
Cologne Water Quality Control Act to oversee water quality. The RWQCB also 
issues water quality certifications in compliance with Section 401 of the Clean Water 
Act. Please see the Water Quality section for additional details.   

The California Coastal Commission asserts wetland jurisdiction over projects through 
the California Coastal Act.  Classification of coastal wetlands occurs through a 
single-parameter approach, requiring presence of one of the three parameters noted in 
the discussion for the Clean Water Act. 
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2.3.1.2  Affected Environment 

State and federal jurisdictional waters and wetlands occur in places within each of the 
four project quadrants, including:  U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) – 
jurisdictional wetlands (SW and NE quadrants); ACOE-jurisdictional “other waters” 
(SE quadrant); California Coastal Commission Coastal Zone jurisdictional wetlands 
(SE, SW and NW quadrants); and California Department of Fish and Game 1601-
jurisdictional waters (SW and SE quadrants).  

All delineated wetlands within the project area function to slow highway runoff and 
facilitate groundwater recharge before runoff waters reach the nearby Van Duzen and 
Eel Rivers.  They also function as habitat for various amphibian and raptor prey 
(small rodent) species, and in the case of the Fowler Lane ditch, seasonal habitat for 
assorted birds.  The biological value of these wetlands is deemed low due to past and 
continuing disturbances.  Wetlands in the southwest quadrant of the intersection of 
Fowler Lane and SR 101 are depressions in grazed, irrigated agricultural fields. A 
drainage ditch along Fowler Lane, dominated by willows and other brushy 
hydrophytic flora, is a wetland regulated by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.  The 
ditch is not accessible to fish. The wetlands in the northeast quadrant of the 
intersection of SR 36 and SR 101 are also within the Corps’ jurisdiction and are 
located within an abandoned and regularly mowed ditch dominated by blackberries 
(Rubus) and other berries (Ribes) species. An isolated wetland in the northwest 
quadrant functions as a farm animal mud wallow and has minimal biological value.  
The isolated wetland in the southeast quadrant presently functions as a seasonal 
wetland.  Vegetation is dominated by hydrophytic species, hydrology is present, but 
soils are mostly non-hydric. 

2.3.1.3  Impacts 

The three build alternatives for the project would have temporary and permanent 
impacts on wetlands of marginal biological value and would also have the potential to 
impact species that are not listed as Endangered Species.  The proposed build 
alternatives include construction and design measures that are intended to minimize 
or avoid adverse impacts to biological resources and to mitigate the impacts from 
filling wetlands.   

Single-parameter coastal zone wetlands and three-parameter federally defined 
wetlands are located within the project limits.  The following wetlands were 
delineated within the project study area: 
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* Wetlands exhibiting Coastal Zone wetland characteristics outside the present Coastal Zone boundary 
(but expected to be inside the Zone prior to construction) are included 
 
Each build alternative would result in filling of portions of the federal jurisdictional 
wetlands and would also result in filling of identified coastal zone wetlands in the 
southwest and northwest quadrants.  A ditch located in the southeast quadrant, would 
be filled in all three build alternatives.  Two isolated seasonal wetlands occur within 
the project limits. One is located in the northwest quadrant of the intersection of SRs 
36 and 101 and is associated with a farm animal enclosure.  This isolated wetland has 
minimal biological value. The other isolated wetland is located in the southeast 
quadrant of the highway intersection and is within a trucking business’ storm water 
detention basin. While this wetland functions as a seasonal wetland and is dominated 
by hydrophytic species, the soils are non-hydric.  

2.3.1.4  Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation 

Jurisdictional wetlands throughout the study area (except in the western portion of the 
SE quadrant where engineered wetlands will be under construction) greater than 2.0m 
(7 feet) from cut/fill lines shall be designated Environmentally Sensitive Areas and 
shall be conspicuously fenced in a manner excluding all construction equipment and 
personnel.  

Permanent loss of wetlands (aggregate of 3-parameter and 1-parameter) ranges from 
approximately 0.99 ha (2.46 ac) to 1.12 ha (2.76 ac).  This fill is proposed to be 
mitigated by creating a series of 3-parameter wetlands. Design and maintenance of 
these facilities are proposed to be consistent with the development of high-quality 
seasonal wetlands that are anticipated to have rapid establishment of hydrophytic 

Table 6 – Proposed fill hectares (acres) of federal and State jurisdictional wetlands 
per alternative 

FEDERAL STATE COMBINED  
 

Alternative 
3-parameter 

ACOE 
wetlands 

Federal Waters 
(Ordinary High 
Water; OHW) 

>1-parameter 
Coastal Zone 

wetlands* 

 
State 1601 

waters 

Total federal 
and State 
wetlands 

 
1 

 
0.83 (2.05) 

 
0.03 (0.07) 

 

 
1.11 (2.73) 

 
0.24 (0.59) 

 
1.11 (2.73) 

 
2 

 
0.59 (1.46) 

 

 
0.03 (0.07) 

 
0.99 (2.46) 

 
0.24 (0.59) 

 
0.99 (2.46) 

 
3 

 
0.83 (2.05) 

 

 
0.03 (0.07) 

 
1.12 (2.76) 

 
0.24 (0.59) 

 
1.12 (2.76) 
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vegetation, followed by pioneering of corresponding wetland fauna and, over time, 
the formation of hydric soils.  The quantity of the mitigation wetlands created would 
be adequate to mitigate for proposed permanent and temporal losses in a manner 
resulting in no net loss of wetlands.  The ratio of wetlands to be created to wetland fill 
ranging from 1-2:1 is expected.  Quality of the mitigation wetlands would exceed the 
quality of the wetland to be filled. Mitigation wetlands are proposed to be created on-
site within the limits of the project area, within the Caltrans right of way, and 
incorporated into drainage basins within the interchange quadrants.  The area of 
wetland creation is expected to be greater than the actual area necessary for 
mitigation.  Caltrans may pursue a credit with the Army Corps of Engineers and the 
California Department of Fish and Game to bank any surplus created wetland areas 
from this project for credit applied to future Caltrans projects.  FHWA does not pay 
for mitigation costs beyond what is required for this project.  If any surplus wetlands 
are created, the costs for constructing those would be paid by state funds only. 

2.3.2 Special Status Species 

2.3.2.1  Regulatory Settings 

Special status fauna are defined as being federal or State Endangered Species Act 
(ESA) listed species or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service special concern species, BLM 
sensitive species, or California Department of Fish and Game special concern species. 

Special status plants are defined as either being listed on the Federal or State 
Endangered Species Act lists or identified as 1A or 1B on the California Native Plant 
Society lists. 

2.3.2.2  Affected Environment 

No Federal or State ESA-listed species or breeding habitat for such species are known 
to occur in the project limits, and no Critical Habitat or Essential Fish Habitat occurs 
within the project limits.  Colonies of one special status avian species of concern, tri-
colored blackbirds (Agelaius tricolor), are known to have nested in the past in a berry 
thicket within the project limits during 1992 through 1994.  Tri-colored blackbirds are 
rare winter migrants and occasional breeders in Humboldt County. The berry thicket 
site is adjacent to the northbound SR 101 right of way fence approximately 0.48 km 
(0.3 mi) south of Drake Hill Road.  No tri-colored blackbirds were observed in the 
area during more recent field reviews. 
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No special status plants were observed during botanical surveys. Acute grazing 
pressure and present management of most of the project area likely exclude any of the 
special status plant species from the project area. 

2.3.2.3  Impacts 

There is a potential to impact tri-colored blackbirds, a species of special concern, 
because they have nested in berry patches within the project limits in years past 
(1992-1994).  Although the berry patches and former nesting areas are located within 
the project limits, they are outside the area of proposed construction.  If demolition of 
the barn, outbuildings and farm residences occurs during the nesting season, barn 
swallows may be impacted.   

2.3.2.4 Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 

• Habitat historically used by the tri-colored blackbird nesting colony shall be 
designated an Environmentally Sensitive Area.  This historically used nesting area is 
within the project limits, but outside of anticipated construction activity areas. No 
encroachment shall be allowed into this area;  

• Pre-construction surveys of potential tri-colored blackbird nesting habitat areas 
shall be conducted by a qualified biologist to determine whether nesting birds are 
present/absent.  Surveys shall occur every 15 days from March 1 through May 15 
during construction;  

• Should presence of nesting tri-colored blackbirds be determined, a March 1st 
through June 15th construction window shall be implemented excluding all project 
activities generating movements and noises with durations, frequencies, and/or 
intensities above ambient within  91 m (100 yd) of nesting habitat that is occupied 
for each construction year; 

• Where vegetation or structure removal is necessary, exclusionary measures shall 
be used to minimize effects upon species that may otherwise use such vegetation or 
structures during construction periods and to prevent migratory birds from nesting 
on the ground, on structures, or in trees, shrubs, or other vegetation consistent with 
Caltrans Non-Standard Specification XE “Mig Bird_D9-16-02”.  Specifically: 

• A) All man-made structures, including the described barn, residences, 
businesses, outbuildings and other structures throughout the project area shall 
be demolished during the period between December 1st and February 28th of 
any year, and, 

• B) Where vegetation removal is necessary to construct the project, and where 
proposed operations may trample or otherwise damage or destroy vegetation 
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of any kind, all trees, shrubs, and grassy vegetation shall be removed outside 
breeding seasons of indigenous migratory birds in such a manner they do not 
provide habitat to such birds during construction.  Trees greater than or equal 
to 15 cm (6 inches) diameter breast height (DBH) shall be cut and removed so 
less than or equal to 91 cm (36 inches) of the bole remains; and trees less than 
15 cm (6 inches) dbh and all shrubs and grasses (ground cover) shall be cut or 
mowed so less than or equal to 10 cm (4 inches) remain above ground.  Root 
wads of all vegetation shall not be removed.  All habitat abatement shall take 
place during the following periods:   

• Areas inside California Department of Fish and Game 1602 jurisdiction:   
1. Trees shall be removed during the period between September 1st and 

October 15th, the season immediately prior to each year of construction; 
2. Ground cover shall be removed during the period between April 1st and 

May 15th, the season immediately prior to each year of construction. 
• Areas outside California Department of Fish and Game 1602 jurisdiction: 

1. Trees shall be removed during the period between September 1st and 
February 28th the season immediately prior to each year of construction; 

2. Ground cover shall be removed during the period between September 
Grassy vegetation shall be mowed during the period between September 
1st and May 15th the season immediately prior to each year of construction. 

2.3.3 Non Special Status Species 

2.3.3.1  Affected Enviroment 
Non special status species common throughout the project vicinity include deer, 
foxes, raccoons, skunks, snakes, lizards and other types of terrestrial fauna. Deer 
crossing of the existing highway right of way occurs within 0.40 km (0.25 mi) north 
of the Van Duzen River Bridge. One location is at the north bank of the Van Duzen 
River near the Highway 101 mainstem bridge crossing and the other location is at the 
Van Duzen River overflow bridge approximately 0.40 km (0.25 mi) north of the 
mainstem bridge.  Roadkill survey data indicate roadkill occurrences within the 
project limits are low and deer use within the right of way is light.  A few areas 
exhibiting deer activity are concentrated at the southern limits of the project near the 
mainstem Van Duzen River bridge. 

Farm structures could be used for nesting and maternal, natal, and/or hibernation 
roosting purposes by barn owls, barn swallows and bats. Field surveys of the interior 
of a barn (located in the southwest quadrant of the interchange) to be demolished 
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revealed no bats were roosting there and the habitat was poorly suited for bats.  One 
barn swallow nest was identified in an alcove of a large barn located in the southwest 
quadrant of the intersection of SR 101 and Fowler Lane. 

Riparian habitat in a ditch along Fowler Lane has value providing refugia and nesting 
habit for various birds and other fauna.  Numerous migratory bird species, including 
various blackbirds, flycatchers, phoebes, finches, sparrows, vireos, tanagers, and 
orioles, likely nest in riparian habitats and scattered trees within the project area. 

2.3.3.2  Impacts 

Proposed median barriers are the primary project features that could affect deer and 
other larger and smaller fauna.  Two types of median barriers are proposed:   

• A type 60 median barrier is to be located between the interchange and the 
northerly project limits.  These are tall (0.91 m [ 3.0 ft]), solid concrete walls that 
act as barriers to terrestrial wildlife movement; and  

• A thrie-beam median barrier is  to be located from the interchange to the southerly 
project limits.  These are shorter (0.8 m [2.7 ft]) barriers with wooden posts and 
metal railings and are passable to all sizes of wildlife. 

These impacts on deer and other wildlife from the median barriers, are unlikely to be 
significantly adverse.  Wildlife would continue to utilize the landscape and would be 
expected to continue normal life cycle activities in proximity to the highway. Risks of 
collisions from attempted highway crossings in the southern portion of the project 
would be essentially the same as they were under pre-project conditions. 
 
2.3.3.3  Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures 

Use of a thrie beam median barrier from the southern limits of the project to the 
junction of SRs 36 and 101 would minimize barriers in the area of greatest wildlife 
activity within the right of way. 
 

2.3.4 Invasive Species 
2.3.4.1 Regulatory Setting 
On February 3, 1999, President Clinton signed Executive Order 13112 requiring 
federal agencies to combat the introduction or spread of invasive species in the 
United States.  The order defines invasive species as “any species, including the 
seeds, eggs, spores, or other biological material capable of propagating that species, 
that is not native to that ecosystem whose introduction does or is likely to cause 
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economic or environmental harm or harm to human health.”  Federal Highway 
Administration guidance issued August 10, 1999 directs the use of the state’s noxious 
weed list to define the invasive plants that must be considered as part of the NEPA 
analysis for a proposed project. 

2.3.4.2 Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures 
None of the species on the California List of noxious weeds is currently used by the 
Department for erosion control or landscaping in the project limits. 

In compliance with the Executive Order on Invasive Species, E.O. 13112 and 
subsequent guidance from the Federal Highway Administration, the landscaping and 
erosion control included in the project will not use species listed as noxious weeds.  
In areas of particular sensitivity, extra precautions will be taken if invasive species are 
found in or adjacent to the construction areas.  These include the inspection and 
cleaning of construction equipment and eradication strategies to be implemented 
should an invasion occur. 

2.4 Cumulative Impacts 

2.4.1 Regulatory Setting 

Cumulative impacts are those that result from past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions, combined with the potential impacts of this project. A  

cumulative effect assessment looks at the collective impacts posed by individual land 
use plans and projects. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor, but 
collectively substantial impacts taking place over a period of time. 

Cumulative impacts to resources in the project area may result from residential, 
commercial, industrial, and highway development, as well as from agricultural 
development and the conversion to more intensive types of agricultural cultivation. 
These land use activities can degrade habitat and species diversity through 
consequences such as displacement and fragmentation of habitats and populations, 
alteration of hydrology, contamination, erosion, sedimentation, disruption of 
migration corridors, changes in water quality, and introduction or promotion of 
predators. They can also contribute to potential community impacts identified for the 
project, such as changes in community character, traffic patterns, housing availability, 
and employment. 
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CEQA Guidelines, Section 15130 describes when a cumulative impact analysis is 
warranted and what elements are necessary for an adequate discussion of cumulative 
impacts. The definition of cumulative impacts, under CEQA, can be found in Section 
15355 of the CEQA Guidelines. A definition of cumulative impacts, under NEPA, 
can be found in 40 CFR, Section 1508.7 of the CEQ Regulations. 

2.4.2 Affected Environment 

Replacement of the southbound SR 101 Van Duzen River Bridge is proposed.  
Rehabilitation on SR 36 between 0.0/2.57 KP (PM 0.0/1.6) is proposed in the near 
future.  Installation of a median barrier is proposed on SR 101 just north of the project 
limits in Fortuna extending 8.05 km (5 mi) north to southern Humboldt Bay.  

An encroachment permit has been approved to allow placement of a 100 mm (4 in.) 
high pressure natural gas line under SR 101 in the vicinity of the proposed 
interchange.  Natural gas wells west of SR 101 are being developed and a 
transmission line is needed to carry the product to the east side of SR 101 for 
connection to existing PG&E gas line facilities.  The new gas line will be 1.5 m (5 ft) 
deep running transversely across SR 101 between the right of way fences, and will 
not conflict with interchange construction. 

The City of Fortuna has been considering a Walmart or other large commercial/retail 
development on a former lumber mill site north of Kenmar Road, north of the project 
limits.  An existing interchange at Kenmar Road/SR 101 would serve the users of 
development at that location.  The proposed Alton Interchange is approximately 2 
miles south of Kenmar Road and would not be a determining factor in Walmart’s 
decision to locate at the former mill site. 

Humboldt County is considering the possibility of redevelopment of communities that 
have experienced some degree of decline.  Alton is one of seven locations under 
consideration for redevelopment.  There are insufficient funds to designate each of 
these areas for redevelopment.  The County is conducting a series of community 
meetings to determine whether there is interest from within each community and how 
to prioritize the use of limited funds.  An interchange at Alton could function to 
facilitate and accommodate some commercial growth in Alton in that transportation 
would be easier and safer after the interchange is constructed.  Parcels adjacent to the 
proposed interchange are zoned for commercial and limited industrial uses.  
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However, the density and type of growth would be limited by lack of public sewer 
and water services.  
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Chapter 3 Comments and Coordination 
Early and continuing coordination with the general public and appropriate public 
agencies is an essential part of the environmental process to determine the scope of 
environmental documentation, the level of analysis, potential impacts and mitigation 
measures and related environmental requirements. Agency consultation and public 
participation for this project have been accomplished through a variety of formal and 
informal methods, including:  project development team meetings, interagency 
coordination meetings, (continue list as appropriate). This chapter summarizes the 
results of the Department’s efforts to fully identify, address and resolve project-
related issues through early and continuing coordination. 

Consultation and coordination has been conducted with the following entities: 

• Native American groups; 
• local historical society/historic preservation group; 
• Northwest Information Center of the California Historical Resources Information 

System; and 
• State Historic Preservation Officer 
• U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
• California Coastal Commission 
• County of Humboldt Planning and Public Works Departments 
• City of Fortuna 
• U.S. Department of Agriculture 
• Regional Water Quality Control Board 
• California Department of Fish and Game 
• Humboldt County Association of Governments 
 
Caltrans contacted the Table Bluff Reservation and the Rohnerville Rancheria.  
Resources of concern to the Native American community include plant and fish 
gathering/processing locations and a village site that is reported nearby; all of these 
resources are outside of the APE.  

Local Historical Society/Historic Preservation Group: the Humboldt County 
Historical Society (HCHS) has been contacted regarding the project and were invited 
on January 21, 2000 to be on the Project Development Team (PDT);  all PDT 
information has been provided to the HCHS. 
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Local Government Preservation Office/Planning Department: Humboldt County 
Planning Department, the Humboldt County Department of Public Works, and the 
City of Fortuna have participated in discussions regarding this project. 

On July 13, 1999 a formal presentation and a public open house for the overlapping 
projects to construct an interchange on SR 101/36 at Alton, Post Miles 57.0 to 58.8 
and replace the South Bound Van Duzen River Bridge, Post Miles 56.5/57.2 was 
held.  No comments were received regarding cultural resources at either project. 

From August 2000 to 2003, several meetings occurred with City and County officials. 

The following local newspapers were contacted:  Humboldt Beacon, Times-Standard, 
Southern Humboldt Life and Times 

A public informational workshop was held in Fortuna on August 21, 2000 to discuss 
the proposed project. The purpose of the workshop was to present to the public and to 
local officials the proposed project and design concepts. The public workshop 
provided an opportunity for the public to comment and talk to Caltrans staff. A 
Record of Public Informational Workshop was prepared, and is available for review 
upon request. 

In June 2003, a presentation about the project was made to the Fortuna City Council.  

 (The remainder of this section will be addressed after public circulation of the Initial 
Study/Environmental Assessment).
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Chapter 4 List of Preparers 
The following people were principally responsible for preparing the 
Initial Study/Environmental Assessment: 

Lena Ashley, Acting Environmental Branch Chief  

Rose Bishop, Landscape Architect Associate – Visual Impact Assessment; B.S. 
Landscape Architecture, Universtiy of California at Davis, two years residential 
design, six years at Caltrans in landscape design, visual analysis studies and erosion 
control. 

Matthew Brady, Project Manager 

John P. Carson, Traffic Operations Chief – Traffic operational analysis; B.S. Civil 
Engineering, University of California, Irvine; 21 years engineering work at Caltrans. 

Sebastian Cohen, Transportation Engineer, P.E. (Civil) – Floodplain Impacts; B.S. 
Environmental Resources Engineering, Humboldt State University, six years of 
engineering experience in construction management, design, and hydraulics. 

Aaron M. Dorsch, Transportation Engineer (Civil) --Traffic Modeling and operational 
analysis; B.S. Environmental Resource Engineering, Humboldt State University; four 
years traffic analysis at Caltrans. 

Barry Douglas, Associate Environmental Planner, Caltrans PQS – Principal 
Investigator – Prehistoric Archaeology; B.A. Anthropology – Purdue University; 
M.A. Anthropology/History – Humboldt State University, 25 years experience in 
Northern California cultural resources. 

Linda Evans, Associate Environmental Planner – Environmental Coordinator; B.A. 
Geography, Humboldt State University; 26 years in land use and environmental 
planning; thirteen years at Caltrans, eight years in transportation planning and five 
years preparing environmental documents. 

James Fisher, Associate Environmental Planner – Architectural History, History; 
B.A. in History, Sacramento State University, Sacramento, California; M.A. History, 
Sacramento State University, Sacramento, California; and Ph.D. History, State 
University of New York, Stony Brook, New York (1972);  nine years with Caltrans 
working in cultural resources survey and Section 106 compliance; three years (1981 – 
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1984) as a State Historian in the California Office of Historic Preservation and over 
20 years of teaching U.S. and California history at the college level. 

Deborah Harmon, Environmental Branch Chief 

Jon Hedlund – Hazardous Waste 

James S. Hibbert III, Landscape Architect Associate – Visual Impact Assessment; 
B.A. Geography, University of Alaska, Fairbanks; B.L.A. Landscape Architecture, 
University of Oregon; six years in landscape construction, four and one-half years at 
Caltrans preparing visual impacts analysis studies and three years in landscape 
design; prepared Visual Impact Assessment. 

Christine M. Holm, Transportation Engineer, P.E. (Civil) – Water Quality report; B.S. 
Environmental Resources Engineering, Humboldt State University, 11 years of 
engineering experience in water quality control and six years of engineering 
experience in transportation surveys, construction, design and storm water. 

Nancy L. Hueske, Associate Right of Way Agent – prepared Draft Relocation Impact 
Report/Statement (displacements); graduate of Stephens College, Columbia, 
Missouri, more than five years of college, more than 20 years with Caltrans Right of 
Way. 

Robert E. Kornman, Project Engineer; B.S. in Civil Engineering 1977 from Georgia 
Tech; 21 years at Caltrans. 

Arvin Lal, Transportation Engineer – Traffic operational analysis; B.S. Industrial 
Technology, Humboldt State University; four years at Caltrans – three years in traffic 
operations, one year in construction inspection. 

Don Laylander, Associate Environmental Planner – Archaeology; B.A. in History, 
University of California, Los Angeles; M.A. in Anthropology, San Diego State 
University; 16 years of archaeological surveys, excavations and cultural resource 
management. 

Peter Lewendal – Associate Environmental Planner (Natural Sciences) – Natural 
Environment Study; B.S. Wildlife Management, Humboldt State University, 14 years 
experience NEPA, CEQA, and federal/State Endangered Species Act compliance. 
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Steve Marchi, Transportation Engineer, P.E. (Civil), B.S. Environmental 
Engineering; 14 years with Caltrans in Design; area of contribution: geometrics and 
quantities for interchange alternatives. 

Mike Moore, Associate Right of Way Agent, retired; over 30 years in real estate 
appraisals and estimates. 

Keith Pommerenck, Civil Engineer, Caltrans – Air Quality and Noise;  B.S. 
Environmental Resources, California State University, Sacramento; two years in 
design, 19 years preparing noise studies, hazardous waste evaluations, air quality and 
vibration assessments. 

Douglas Powdrell, Transportation Engineer, P.E. – Traffic Safety; B.S. Mechanical 
Engineering, California State University, Chico.  Registered Mechanical and Civil 
Engineer; 15 years experience in civil and mechanical engineering. 

Mark Rowan, Associate Right of Way Agent, B.A. Accounting, California State 
University, Fullerton; 23 years of experience in real estate appraisal and consulting, 
property management, construction management; three years with Caltrans Right of 
Way. 

Gail F. St. John, Associate Environmental Planner – Architectural History; B.A. in 
Art History from the University of California at Davis; Master of Historic 
Preservation degree from the University of Georgia; eight years of experience in 
cultural resources surveys and Section 106 compliance. 

Mark Suchanek, Project Manager   

Michael D. Vina, Transportation Engineer, CT (Civil), P.E. (Civil) – Floodplain 
analysis; B.S.; Environmental Resources Engineering, Humboldt State University, 14 
years engineering experience in design, construction, hydraulics, traffic.  

John Webb, Chief, North Region Office Environmental Services 
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Chapter 5 Distribution List 
City of Fortuna 
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Appendix A California Environmental 
Quality Act Checklist 

None of the identified impacts associated with the project are deemed to be 
significant impacts.  Discussion regarding potential impacts appears in the preceding 
text. 

CEQA Environmental Checklist 

The following checklist identifies physical, biological, social, and economic factors 
that might be affected by the proposed project. The CEQA impact levels include 
potentially significant impact, less than significant impact with mitigation, less than 
significant impact, and no impact. Please refer to the following for detailed 
discussions regarding impacts: 

CEQA: 
• Guidance: Title 14, Chapter 3, California Code of Regulations, Sections 15000 et 

seq. (http://www.ceres.ca.gov/topic/env_law/ceqa/guidelines/) 
• Statutes: Division 13, California Public Resource Code, Sections 21000-21178.1 

(http://www.ceres.ca.gov/topic/env_law/ceqa/stat/) 

CEQA requires that environmental documents determine significant or potentially 
significant impacts. In many cases, background studies performed in connection with 
the project indicate no impacts. A “no impact” reflects this determination. Any 
needed discussion is included in Chapter 2.
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AESTHETICS - Would the project: 
 
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? 
 
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but 
not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic 
buildings within a state scenic highway? 
 
c)  Substantially degrade the existing visual character or  
quality of the site and its surroundings? 
 
d)  Create a new source of substantial light or glare which 
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the 
area? 
 
 
AGRICULTURE RESOURCES - In determining 
whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant 
environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the 
California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site 
Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California 
Dept. of Conservation as an optional model to use in 
assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. Would 
the project: 
 
a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown 
on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping 
and Monitoring Program of the California Resources 
Agency, to non-agricultural use? 
 
b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a 
Williamson Act contract? 
 
c) Involve other changes in the existing environment 
which, due to their location or nature, could result in 
conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use? 
 
 
AIR QUALITY - Where available, the significance 
criteria established by the applicable air quality 
management or air pollution control district may be 
relied upon to make the following determinations. Would 
the project: 
 
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan? 
 
b)  Violate any air quality standard or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected air quality 
violation? 
 
 

   X
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 X   

 X   

X    
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 X   
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c)  Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of 
any criteria pollutant for which the project region is non- 
attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient 
air quality standard (including releasing emissions which 
exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)? 
 
d)  Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations? 
 
 
e)  Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial 
number of people? 
 
 
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES - Would the project: 
 
a)  Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or 
through habitat modifications, on any species identified 
as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in 
local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the 
California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service? 
 
b)  Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian 
habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in 
local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the 
California Department of Fish and Game or US Fish and 
Wildlife Service? 
 
c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally 
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, 
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, 
hydrological interruption, or other means? 
 
d)  Interfere substantially with the movement of any native 
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with 
established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, 
or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites? 
 
e)  Conflict with any local policies or ordinances 
protecting biological resources, such as a tree 
preservation policy or ordinance? 
 
f)  Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat 
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation 
Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan? 
 
 
COMMUNITY RESOURCES - Would the project: 
 
a) Cause disruption of orderly planned development? 
 

   X
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b) Be inconsistent with a Coastal Zone Management Plan? 
 
c) Affect life-styles, or neighborhood character or stability? 
 
d) Physically divide an established community? 
 
e) Affect minority, low-income, elderly, disabled,  
transit-dependent, or other specific interest group? 
 
f) Affect employment, industry, or commerce, or require the 
displacement of businesses or farms? 
 
g) Affect property values or the local tax base? 
 
h) Affect any community facilities (including medical, 
educational, scientific, or religious institutions, ceremonial 
sites or sacred shrines? 
 
i) Result in alterations to waterborne, rail, or air traffic? 
 
j) Support large commercial or residential development? 
 
k) Affect wild or scenic rivers or natural landmarks? 
 
l) Result in substantial impacts associated with construction 
activities (e.g., noise, dust, temporary drainage, traffic detours 
and temporary access, etc.)? 
 
 
CULTURAL RESOURCES - Would the project: 
 
a)  Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource as defined in 
§15064.5? 
 
b)  Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to 
§15064.5? 
 
c)  Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological 
resource or site or unique geologic feature? 
 
d)  Disturb any human remains, including those interred 
outside of formal cemeteries? 
 
 
GEOLOGY AND SOILS - Would the project: 
 
a)  Expose people or structures to potential substantial 
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death 
involving: 
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i)  Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on 
the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning 
Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based 
on other substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to 
Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42. 
 
ii)  Strong seismic ground shaking? 
 
iii)  Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? 
 
iv)  Landslides? 
 
b)  Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? 
 
c)  Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, 
or that would become unstable as a result of the project, 
and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral 
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? 
 
d)  Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18- 
1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating 
substantial risks to life or property? 
 
e)  Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use 
of septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems 
where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste 
water? 
 
 
HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS -  
Would the project: 
 
a)  Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through the routine transport, use, or 
disposal of hazardous materials? 
 
b)  Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and 
accident conditions involving the release of hazardous 
materials into the environment? 
 
c)  Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or 
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within 
one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school? 
 
d)  Be located on a site which is included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, 
would it create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment?
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e)  For a project located within an airport land use plan 
or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two 
miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the 
project result in a safety hazard for people residing or 
working in the project area? 
 
f)  For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, 
would the project result in a safety hazard for people 
residing or working in the project area? 
 
g)  Impair implementation of or physically interfere with 
an adopted emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan? 
 
h)  Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, 
injury, or death involving wildland fires, including where 
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where 
residences are intermixed with wildlands? 
 
 
HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY - Would the 
project: 
 
a)  Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements? 
 
b)  Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere 
substantially with groundwater recharge such that there 
would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of 
the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production 
rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level 
which would not support existing land uses or planned 
uses for which permits have been granted)? 
 
c)  Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the 
site or area, including through the alteration of the 
course of a stream or river, in a manner which would 
result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site? 
 
d)  Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the 
site or area, including through the alteration of the 
course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the 
rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would 
result in flooding on- or off-site? 
 
e)  Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed 
the capacity of existing or planned storm water drainage 
systems or provide substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff? 
 
f)  Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

   X
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g)  Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as 
mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood 
Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation 
map? 
 
h)  Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures 
which would impede or redirect flood flows? 
 
i)  Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, 
injury, or death involving flooding, including flooding as a 
result of the failure of a levee or dam? 
 
j)  Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? 
 
 
LAND USE AND PLANNING - Would the project: 
 
a) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or 
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project 
(including, but not limited to the general plan, specific 
plan, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of 
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect? 
  
b) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan 
or natural community conservation plan? 
 
 
MINERAL RESOURCES - Would the project: 
 
a)  Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral 
resource that would be of value to the region and the 
residents of the state? 
 
b)  Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important 
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local 
general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan? 
 
 
NOISE - Would the project result in: 
 
a)  Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in 
excess of standards established in the local general plan 
or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other 
agencies? 
 
b)  Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive 
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels? 
 
c)  A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise 
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without 
the project?
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d)  A substantial temporary or periodic increase in 
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels 
existing without the project? 
 
e)  For a project located within an airport land use plan 
or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two 
miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the 
project expose people residing or working in the project 
area to excessive noise levels? 
 
f)  For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, 
would the project expose people residing or working in 
the project area to excessive noise levels? 
 
 
POPULATION AND HOUSING - Would the project: 
 
a)  Induce substantial population growth in an area, 
either directly (for example, by proposing new homes and 
businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension 
of roads or other infrastructure)? 
 
b)  Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, 
necessitating the construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere? 
 
c)  Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating 
the construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 
 
 
PUBLIC SERVICES -  
 
a)  Would the project result in substantial adverse 
physical impacts associated with the provision of new or 
physically altered governmental facilities, need for new 
or physically altered governmental facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant 
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable 
service ratios, response times or other performance 
objectives for any of the public services: 
 
 Fire protection? 
 
 Police protection? 
 
 Schools? 
 
 Parks? 
 
 Other public facilities? 
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RECREATION -  
 
a)  Would the project increase the use of existing 
neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational 
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of 
the facility would occur or be accelerated? 
 
b)  Does the project include recreational facilities or 
require the construction or expansion of recreational 
facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on 
the environment? 
 
 
TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC - Would the project: 
 
a)  Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in 
relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the 
street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in either 
the number of vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio 
on roads, or congestion at intersections)? 
 
b)  Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of 
service standard established by the county congestion 
management agency for designated roads or highways? 
 
c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including 
either an increase in traffic levels or a change in location 
that results in substantial safety risks? 
 
d)  Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature 
(e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or 
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 
 
e)  Result in inadequate emergency access? 
 
f)  Result in inadequate parking capacity? 
 
g)  Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs 
supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, 
bicycle racks)? 
 
 
UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS - Would the project: 
 
a)  Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the 
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board? 
 
b)  Require or result in the construction of new water or 
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing 
facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects? 
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c)  Require or result in the construction of new storm 
water drainage facilities or expansion of existing 
facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects? 
 
d)  Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the 
project from existing entitlements and resources, or are 
new or expanded entitlements needed? 
 
e)  Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment 
provider which serves or may serve the project that it has 
adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected 
demand in addition to the provider’s existing 
commitments? 
 
f)  Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted 
capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste 
disposal needs? 
 
g)  Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste? 
  
 
 
MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE -  
 
a)  Does the project have the potential to degrade the 
quality of the environment, substantially reduce the 
habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife 
population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten 
to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the 
number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant 
or animal or eliminate important examples of the major 
periods of California history or prehistory? 
 
b)  Does the project have impacts that are individually 
limited, but cumulatively considerable? (“Cumulatively 
considerable” means that the incremental effects of a 
project are considerable when viewed in connection with 
the effects of past projects, the effects of other current 
projects, and the effects of probable future projects)? 
 
c)  Does the project have environmental effects which 
will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, 
either directly or indirectly? 
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Yes 
 

No 
 
SECTION 4(F) RESOURCES – Does the project: 
 
a) Result in the use of any publicly owned land from a 
park, recreation area, or wildlife and waterfowl refuge,  
as defined by section 4(f) (23 CFR 771.135)? 
 
b) Affect a significant archaeological or historic site, 
structure, object, or building, as defined by section 4(f) 
(23 CFR 771.135)? 
 
c) Involve “constructive use”, as defined by section 4(f) 
(23 CFR 771.135)? 
 
 

 X

 X

 X
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Discussion of CEQA Checklist Responses 

Impacts identified in the checklist are discussed in Chapter 2. 

Mitigation Measures for Significant Impacts Under CEQA 

Project modifications have been incorporated into the conceptual design and will be 
carried into the final design that avoid, minimize and reduce the potential 
environmental impacts from the project.  While some impacts cannot be avoided, 
such as impacts to agricultural lands and wetlands, the area to be impacted is being 
kept to a minimum.  The minimizing of impacts coupled with mitigation proposals to 
protect agricultural lands through in-lieu fees for agricultural conservation easements 
and through creation of replacement wetlands ensure that the impacts are kept to a 
level of less than significant.  Additional impacts to businesses and residences would 
be mitigated through real property displacement policies and programs to be made 
available to affected persons. 

Monitoring Program for CEQA Mitigation 

Specific mitigation measures and monitoring programs would be designed during the 
permit application phase of the project.  Monitoring for wetland mitigation and 
planting success would take place over a six-year period. 
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Appendix B Title VI Policy Statement 
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Appendix C Summary of Relocation 
Benefits 

California Dept. of Transportation Relocation Assistance Program  

RELOCATION ASSISTANCE ADVISORY SERVICES  

The California Department of Transportation (the Department) will provide 
relocation advisory assistance to any person, business, farm or non-profit organization 
displaced as a result of the Department’s acquisition of real property for public use. 
The Department will assist residential displacees in obtaining comparable decent, safe 
and sanitary replacement housing by providing current and continuing information on 
sales price and rental rates of available housing.  Non-residential displacees will 
receive information on comparable properties for lease or purchase.  

Residential replacement dwellings will be in equal or better neighborhoods, at prices 
within the financial means of the individuals and families displaced, and reasonably 
accessible to their places of employment. Before any displacement occurs, displacees 
will be offered comparable replacement dwellings that are open to all persons 
regardless of race, color, religion, sex or national origin, and are consistent with the 
requirements of Title VIII of the Civil Rights Act of 1968. This assistance will also 
include supplying information concerning federal and state assisted housing 
programs, and any other known services being offered by public and private agencies 
in the area. 

RESIDENTIAL RELOCATION PAYMENTS PROGRAM  

The Relocation Payment program will assist eligible residential occupants by paying 
certain costs and expenses. These costs are limited to those necessary for, or 
incidental to, purchasing or renting a replacement dwelling, and actual reasonable 
expenses incurred in moving to a new location within 80 km (50 mi) of displacee’s 
property. Any actual moving costs in excess of 80 km (50 mi) are the responsibility of 
the displacee. The Residential Relocation Program can be summarized as follows:  

Moving Costs  

Any displaced person who was "lawfully" in occupancy of the acquired property 
regardless of the length of occupancy in the property acquired will be eligible for 
reimbursement of moving costs. Displacees will receive either the actual reasonable 
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costs involved in moving themselves and personal property up to a maximum of 80 
km (50 mi), a moving service authorization, or a fixed payment based on a fixed 
moving cost schedule which is determined by the number of furnished or unfurnished 
rooms of the displacement dwelling.  

Purchase Supplement  

In addition to moving and related expenses payments, fully eligible homeowners may 
be entitled to payments for increased costs of purchasing replacement housing.  

Homeowners who have owned and occupied their property for 180 days prior to the 
date of the first written offer to purchase the property, may qualify to receive a price 
differential payment equal to the difference between the Department’s offer to 
purchase their property and the price of a comparable replacement dwelling, and may 
qualify to receive reimbursement for certain nonrecurring costs incidental to the 
purchase of the replacement property. An interest differential payment is also 
available if the interest rate for the loan on the replacement dwelling is higher than 
the loan rate on the displacement dwelling, subject to certain limitations on 
reimbursement based upon the replacement property interest rate. Also the interest 
differential must be based upon the "lesser of" either the loan on the displacement 
property or the loan on the replacement property. The maximum combination of these 
three supplemental payments that the owner-occupants can receive is $22,500. If the 
calculated total entitlement (without the moving payments) is in excess of $22,500, 
the displacee may qualify for the Last Resort Housing described below. 

Rental Supplement  

Tenants who have occupied the property to be acquired by the Department for 90 
days or more and owner-occupants who have occupied the property 90 to 180 days 
prior to the date of the first written offer to purchase may qualify to receive a rental 
differential payment. This payment is made when the Department determines that the 
cost to rent a comparable and "decent, safe and sanitary" replacement dwelling will 
be more than the present rent of the displacement dwelling. As an alternative, the 
eligible occupant may qualify for a down payment benefit designed to assist in the 
purchase of a replacement property and the payment of certain costs incidental to the 
purchase, subject to certain limitation noted below under the "Down Payment" 
section (see below). The maximum amount of payment to any tenant of 90 days or 
more and any owner-occupant of 90 to 179 days, in addition to moving expenses, will 
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be $5,250. If the calculated total entitlement for rental supplement exceeds $5,250, 
the displacee may qualify for the Last Resort Housing Program described below.  

The rental supplement of $5,250 or less will be paid in a lump sum, unless the 
displacee requests that it be paid in installments. The displaced person must rent and 
occupy a "decent, safe and sanitary" replacement dwelling within one year from the 
date the Department takes legal possession of the property, or from the date the 
displacee vacates the Department-acquired property, whichever is later.  

Down Payment  

Displacees eligible to receive a rental differential payment may elect to apply it to a 
down payment for the purchase of a comparable replacement dwelling.  The down 
payment and incidental expenses cannot exceed the maximum payment of $5,250, 
unless the Last Resort Housing Program is indicated. The one-year eligibility period 
in which to purchase and occupy a "decent, safe and sanitary" replacement dwelling 
will apply.  

Last Resort Housing  

Federal regulations (49 CFR 24.404) contain the policy and procedure for 
implementing the Last Resort Housing Program on federal aid projects. In order to 
maintain uniformity in the program, the Department has also adopted these federal 
guidelines on non-federal-aid projects. Except for the amounts of payments and the 
methods in making them, last resort housing benefits are the same as those benefits 
for standard relocation as explained above. 

Last resort housing has been designed primarily to cover situations where available 
comparable replacement housing, or when their anticipated replacement housing 
payments, exceed the $2,520 and $22,500 limits of the standard relocation 
procedures. In certain exceptional situations, last resort housing may also be used for 
tenants of less than 90 days.  

After the first written offer to acquire the property has been made, the Department 
will, within a reasonable length of time, personally contact the displacees to gather 
important information relating to:  

• Preferences in area of relocation.  
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• Number of people to be displaced and the distribution of adults and children 
according to age and sex.  

• Location of school and employment.  

• Special arrangements to accommodate any handicapped member of the family.  

• Financial ability to relocate into comparable replacement dwelling, which will 
house all members of the family decently.  

The above explanation is general in nature and is not intended to be a complete 
explanation of relocation regulations. Any questions concerning relocation should be 
addressed to the Department. Any persons to be displaced will be assigned a 
relocation advisor who will work closely with each displacee in order to see that all 
payments and benefits are fully utilized, and that all regulations are observed, thereby 
avoiding the possibility of displacees jeopardizing or forfeiting any of their benefits 
or payments.  

THE BUSINESS AND FARM RELOCATION ASSISTANCE PROGRAM  

The Business and Farm Relocation Assistance Program provides aid in locating 
suitable replacement property for the displacee’s farm or business, including, when 
requested, a current list of properties offered for sale or rent.  In addition, certain 
types of payments are available to businesses, farms, and non-profit organizations.  
These payments may be summarized as follows: 

Reimbursement for the actual direct loss of tangible personal property incurred as a 
result of moving or discontinuing the business in an amount not greater than the 
reasonable cost of relocating the property. 

Reimbursement up to $1,000 of actual reasonable expenses in searching for a new 
business site. 

Reimbursement up to $10,000 of actual reasonable expenses related to the 
reestablishment of the business at the new location 

Reimbursement of the actual reasonable cost of moving inventory, machinery, office 
equipment and similar business-related personal property, including dismantling, 
disconnecting, crating, packing, loading, insuring, transporting, unloading, 
unpacking, and reconnecting personal property. 
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Payment "in lieu" of moving expense is available to businesses which are expected to 
suffer a substantial loss of existing patronage as a result of the displacement, or if 
certain other requirements such as inability to find a suitable relocation site are met. 
This payment is an amount equal to the average annual net earnings for the last two 
taxable years prior to relocation. Such payment may not be less than $1,000 and not 
more than $20,000.  

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION  

No relocation payment received will be considered as income for the purpose of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1954 or for the purposes of determining eligibility or the 
extent of eligibility of any person for assistance under the Social Security Act or any 
other federal law (except for any federal law providing low-income housing 
assistance).  

Persons who are eligible for relocation payments and who are legally occupying the 
property required for the project will not be asked to move without being given at 
least 90 days advance notice, in writing. Occupants of any type of dwelling eligible 
for relocation payments will not be required to move unless at least one comparable 
"decent, safe and sanitary" replacement residence, open to all persons regardless of 
race, color, religion, sex or national origin, is available or has been made available to 
them by the state.  

Any person, business, farm or non-profit organization, which has been refused a 
relocation payment by the Department, or believes that the payments are inadequate, 
may appeal for a hearing before a hearing officer or the Department’s Relocation 
Assistance Appeals Board.  No legal assistance is required; however, the displacee 
may choose to obtain legal council at his/her expense. Information about the appeal 
procedure is available from the Department’s Relocation Advisors.  

The information above is not intended to be a complete statement of all of the 
Department's laws and regulations. At the time of the first written offer to purchase, 
owner-occupants are given a more detailed explanation of the state's relocation 
services. Tenant occupants of properties to be acquired are contacted immediately 
after the first written offer to purchase, and also given a more detailed explanation of 
the Department’s relocation programs.  
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IMPORTANT NOTICE  

To avoid loss of possible benefits, no individual, family, business, farm or non-profit 
organization should commit to purchase or rent a replacement property without first 
contacting a Department of Transportation relocation advisor at:  

State of California 
Department of Transportation, District #1 
P.O. 3700 
Eureka, CA 95502 
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Appendix D Summary of Impacts and 
Minimization/Mitigation 
Measures 

Project modifications have been incorporated into the conceptual design and will be 
carried into the final design that avoid, minimize and reduce the potential 
environmental impacts from the project.  While some impacts cannot be avoided, 
such as impacts to agricultural lands and wetlands, the area to be impacted is being 
kept to a minimum.  The minimizing of impacts coupled with mitigation proposals to 
protect agricultural lands through in-lieu fees for agricultural conservation easements 
and through creation of replacement wetlands ensure that the impacts are kept to a 
level of less than significant.  Additional impacts to businesses and residences are 
mitigated through real property displacement policies and programs to be made 
available to affected persons. 

Specific mitigation measures and monitoring programs will be designed during the 
permit application phase of the project.  Monitoring for wetland mitigation and 
planting success will take place over a six-year period. 
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Appendix E Species List  
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